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To the Chrifliew Reader: | 
T was well faid of tSeneca,that in matters os i libs 


iz, 


controverſy,each ſhauld have time to trie 
his atk be in then once; & the rea- bon >" "Ol 
ſon therof aſwel give by him: becayſe the ofte. nes dares, 
ner the trath eameth1o had, (to be ſcanned) the jon ug 
,4 more the light thereof appeareth.Scing thertore, ſemcl © 
it hath pleaſed the(Chr.Rea.)with ſome pacicce to heare 2u<ires: 
M: D. indefence of his ſermon, againſt the anſwer to it; I jjFteriae 
hopethou wile vouchſate the Retut: the reading of this re- clucer,quo 
plic,for the juſtifying of it. When I firſt read that preteded __ ad 
defenicot his, & ſawe the ftrange & palpablevyanitietherc- yje, 
of, and how it was bur like an overblowne bladder, that 
would burſt of it ſeffe, and vent the wind thereof with- 
out any pricking; I thought it needles, to intreat on our 
part auy furcher audience; but afterwards hearing the c6- 
m6 fame was,that it wasſo learnedly and abſolutely done, 
_ thatit gave all men fatiſtation (retraQaries oncly excep- 
ted) and rhat no man-would ever be able, to make any 
ſound reply to it: I thought it good to take a ſecond view 
thereof,and when(as before)I tound litle ornothing ther, 
in, butt calumniations, ſarca{mes, or bitter ſcoffes, {landers, 
vatruthes, contradictions'to himſelte, the queſtion conti- 
nually begged;yea both afſertions and queſtions (firſt pro- 
pounded 18 his {ermon)changed; and his proofcs large for 
what was never doubted of, and fewe or none tor the 
maine pointin queſtion, either from his texr,or other ſcrip- 
tures, Or any ancicpt and ſound writers: and yer all gutta- 
ced with ſtrange profeſſions, proteſtari6s, braggs E: boaſts 
ot victorie: I conceived with my ſelte, that common bruite 
mult needs ariſc from ſuch (as tayling in thar rule of Sene- 
©a)had readitle thereof, and taking lefſe paines in cxami- 
einganJ comparing it, cyther with his ſcrmon & it ſelfe; 


* . 
> a < or 


- TothiChriffien Reader, 
or the Refuters anſwer; and therefore deemed itn 
tocall the reader back;ro-2 better confideration of the by. 
fines, out ot perſwaſion, that vpon a new ſurveigh there. 
of, his ſecond thoughts (which ought to be more wile) 
would give a righter ſentence, concerning both the D, 
weake and inſufficient dealing therein; (to lay no worke of 
it) and his owne raſh and vnadviſcd verdict (ifT may (9 
call it) of the cauſe in triall.Now, to give the reader ſome 
inckling, aſwell, concerning the F—_ of the onein 
his defcace ; as of rhe other inthis replye, be he adverti 
zed, and let the marginall notes, dire& him, | 
Firſt c6cerning his burer ſcofts & rayl;mgs,that he ſhall the 
eſpecially meer with them, whe being at a n6-plus, he letts 
*Hi:r5:a4 thepoint in queſtis alone;ſo that we may truely ſuppeſe of 
Relvid: Aim, (as * one did of anorhet) that overcome of the truth, Ie 
wer ag fell to evill ſpeaking: but the adviſed reader, will wiſely 
— conſider and fay with the ſame farher, 7 nothing boo- 
malediaa f#eth & man, if he lett his cauſe fall to the ground, though he 
has overcome in ſuch dealing. Had M. D. met with an anſwerer 
:1nct, Of his owne humor; he mought have bcene ſure, (as one® 
Ruff: apol, © © mor; garnd 3 
3- quid re fayd to- Tully) to have loit the pleaſure he tooke in [peakinge- 
- gary vill, by hearing evill againe: bur his. happ is better, he that 
* ſacadis & _— | 
crimineſu- NOWe hathihim in hand, hath not ſo-learned Chriſt, as to 
p*re? _ recompence evill for evill,, and ſo to plunec himſelfe into 
"Sale: 5] the ſame condemnation, (as one t ſaith) with his adver- 
Hi knowing that no- man (wiſe at leaſt; ) will ſo much 
- Irdicendo ag alay tox heale ane evil with another,ard deeming it *muc4 
— berter ts heare evil then to ſpeak evill, And therefore as one 
endoamic. Taſhamed of that whereas perhapps, the D. bluſhed nor, raking 
ras, them vnder the aſhes rather then abroad , he overpaſſctle 
+ Amb tip, hG lave thatnow & then he remembreth him of his dex: 
de offic.t, ling, 
© C. 5. Si referas contume liam , dicitur, ambo conviciati funt , vterqu* condemnatur, 
memo adſolyirur, t oudeis kako, kakon, jatai. * Yakos atoucin kreiffon he te 
ginkakos fQuam me pudet acquitix tur, Cujus teipſuny non gudet, ſzith Tu:'y 
eAumony. Flul,z, 


. 


| To the Chriſtian Reader. | 
ard willcth him to rake home, he-vnjuſtly 
... Secondly concerning his vntruthes and flanders, (if I *Aug-<pile 
may ſpeakin rhe words of another man f) I mervayle that nn 
heving ary blood in his body he bluſhed not at them, and the corpore 


of MW, nher doe 1 merveyll; becauſe they are not onely {imple wr 


" {aunders and vatruthes; bur (to make the reader'bekeve {.,2, 
the contrary ) coloured over by him with other ſlanders erubeſcar, 
2nd yntzuthes: and thoſe ſo groſle, that a man may feele © Heron: 
them with his ** fingers,and cannot but be blinded(on thar fide) — eb 
that ſeeth them nos. The Refurer(I doubt not) *fprivre 29415 palpari 


awne innocencie, will not be moved with thoſe falfſhood's; but Cm 7 
- CUuS NT 


eſteeme the teflymomie of bis owne conſcience more worth then ſ0; OPorres, 
having learned, that the reproach of the ſlaunderer can 0 qui ſe me- 


wound the eood conſcience, then the praiſe of the flatterey ©i*t: ton 
nr $ ff : n { f fl CErnmac, 


un heale the evill, and that falſe calummations ſhall no << 1 x; 
more faſten vpon the mnocent, ther blowes. vpon the-ab- 1. cap 1.15 


jmily 1 Bene bt 
fent; as 0Ne W ittily inſinuated, ſpeaking of one that rayted _—_ 


on him: *let him beat me being abſent: yea I perſwade my , ao 
ſelf that he finderh 'reſt rather then wearines wndey the burd? of talks my- 
them; and with holy lob © hath taken them: per his Ver; nee 


ſoouldev and bownd them as a crowne wvuto him;knowing that pla dow. 


the D. *,* detradiing [0 willingly:from bis fame frath added 4. deris elſe. 


rant bis wall ts his reward, Fherc was noneede therefore - "_—_ 
C VIE % 


mregard of himſelte to free him fr6 the D. thaunders,the ,,;, i | 
teſlimonic | of his owne conſcience being cnongh to him, but for ſuo teftt-, *Þ 


ſo much as his 200d name is ncceſſarts for othershu1s {landers p- 7m 
7.4 


arc not therefore alwaile paſied by;'bur lomerimes mere p.,;fs . 
- —_ n 
| an. 3 | vvith 2. Nec ma+ 
I7'p coo 
{cicutiam 
fant preconium ſaudanes, nec bonam yulinerar, eomviciantis epprobrium, 
"Me paront3 kaituptcto we, . © Gyprnande bapr, nequaquamiſub hoc onere [uf 
tlinem , fed quietcm invenimus, ** Cap, 31.35, *,* Aug, cont. Pet). lib. ;.c, 
5, volens dettahic fafuz mer, nolens adlit mercedi, [Ang ad frat. tn Eros (=7, 
63. mihi quids ſuficit conſaentia mea, vobis aut neceflaria eſt tama mica, 


; Tothe Chriftian Reader, 

with andproved ſorobe, and that not the Refater but 
the D. is the flanderer yea ſuch an one, as to colourone 
hath not bluſhcd ro make;two.Wherctore it ſhall be good 
for hirm'to follow the counſel! of an ancient *tather,in his 


*Axſil, a4 
Kunom: 
tie apalet- 
pſon ſoura. 
remaca q 
ke mear- Whole ſermon vpſide downe,not onely wandring fromthe 
' nou ten 
 aſebeian. 


*f Au?, , ”_ 

qual et. irputed-tothe.D.for vve knovv-yvhat he profeſleth of his 
+ reft.19. ovyyneskill in judging ofan argument) or a wrangimg ſpirit 

Quiver ore Hindiozs to cavill, then deſirous to teach or learne. 


te hs > Fourthly, hoyvever theſtate ofthe queſtion ſtandeth, 


ſtionis,aud.as he harh layd it dovyne in his ſermon or defence, looke 


_—_— vve'to-his:;proofes; and it vvill appcare, that as im his fer- 
, " 


giverlatur, mon he ſcarcely a{laied ro prove the lame, by any vvord 


qui ca- of his text : ſo vvith (© little ſucceſſe hath he travailedin 
Jumn? 1. defence to dravv it,or any.other ſcriptures to the jultt- 
mags [tu- 


dear, qua *ying thercof, that I dare boldly fay, he hath no one place 
doQtrivz of {cripture, vader the ſhadovy vyhereof, he can find any 
ſhelter, to ſhrov:d his epilcopal fiti6,as a divine ordinace, 
Novv vvho knoweth not that in al queſti6s of this nature, 

no other teſtimony or argumer, ci ſtrike the ſtroke ro per- 

fyvade the colciece,bur the authentical records of the Ho- 

ly Ghoſt;or ſome inevitable conſchuence grounded vpon 

theny 
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—_ 
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them, For a8 one vvell ſaith: *Jf any thing be ſpoken with. **Etiſel. 
ou ſcripture the minae of the hearers halteth, now __, wit, in Plal.9r, 
now flicking at it, ſometimes turning {7 it 4s frivolous, ſome- a + _ 
times turning 10 it,as probable: but whe the teſtimony of the dicatur 

her cirneth from divine —_— confirmcth both the [peach abſque 


of the ſpeaker and mn of the hearcr. ſeripeura 


— 


| WH otght,much labour might have bene ſpared, both to him- <[audicar: 
ſelfe, his Refuter, and Reader, for as all that he hath al- vn; nunc 
leadged from the ſcriptures ( both in his ſermon and de- hafcans,ce 
| fence) being dravven togither, vvould ſcarfely amount ro [© due 
ſo many lines as he hath filled leaves: fo yvould it have Oe} 
bene of more force (thenall his councclls and fathers) c5 averſans, 
inforce the conſcience, had it made but halte ſo much for ne 
bis advantage as he ſuppoſeth.-For vvho is not of their bilkem __ 
minde vvho thought fit meet, that oxe pooye lay-man(right. piens: ve= 
ly ) alleadging 4 text of the old or new teſtament , onght to be pra "bis 
preferred before the generall councels. The vvhich,becaule the (cripturs 
D.hath not done,he hath done nothing tothe purpole;tor vocis pro- 
hovvevet he and his Bps.be(as one®, of them faith Jno Ay. Wt eelhi- 
cadians, to fetch their pedtgre from beyonde the moone: yer be- ———— 
fore rhe D.canprovetheir calling to bc a divine ordinance, ſermonem, 
he muſt ferch it from the divine ſcriptures, fure beyond & 37 


ks councels and Fathersalleadged. coafiemar. 
Fittly'I graunt indeed, he alleadgeth ſcriptures aſyvell t Panor- 
3 other teſtimonies ; but they are ſuch as prove vyhat Fin cnP 
ws never doubted of, or ſuch as prove thole points that de cled. 
, deAly conclude not his aſſertions, but referred by him Gerl. parr. 
to queſtions beſides the queſtion, or clſe (to Terpaſſe hovy 54 
he taketh-one part of the queſtion to preve another ) fuch ihe 
are mecre begging of the queſtion, tvviſe 20.times at the Bartow, ſee 
laſt, Wherefore though he had'againe and againe * & roo, in At-29- 
timer after the (ame manner gone over them , what hath he *** 
elſe 
*Edamff millies repeterer, nihil quam Sifiphi ſarum volveree nec _- proficeree, 


The vvhich had the D. regarded fo carefully as he cogitaus . 


— —_— -— _ _ _ _ 


* fqundit,vv**out profireo his caule,or hurt to his adverſary, 
Sixtly, vyhich is yet more, the rcader may fee hovy 
foulc he falleth (and often) vpon his ovvne ancres; for he 
is almoſt as full of-concradictions to himſclte, as of beg. 
_ *  gings of the queſtion, ſothat the ſaying of the Orator t a- 
excors, ue Faint Anthony, 25 bidy agreeth to hiln, as if it had bene 
rorainora firſt ſpoken to him; he peing indeed throughont his whole diſ. 
oy courſe at ſuch odds with himfelfe that be hath not onely wtter. 
fires £4 things not hanging togither, but ſo different and contrarie, 
non ſolum that he 15 at greater variance with himſelf, the with his adverſa- 
_ —_ rie. The which what can it el(e argue, but that as he is a m3 
ſe diceres; Jorge1f1 of himſelf, and not likely to be agreed with, thatdiſ- 
ſedmaxi- agreeth ſo much with himſcl&ſo he is not alittle puſledin 
mecinus- in the cauſe; but vnabble to mainteyneit. Now that we 
traria,ur May knovve vyhatto ſand to, be he jntreared, againſt his 
nontanta  NCXt YVIELing , to ſettle himſelfe upon one and the ſame 
mee, . ground. If vye may judge of that vvhich is tocome,by that 
I effee Vyhich is paſt,ir is likely he vvill treine the beſt of His vvits 
contentio. fox ſome diſtinions,to rec6cile thoſe differences , & cure 
* epiten= ' thoſe botches; but {et him deale more fincercly, then for- 
th4n*menes erty he hath done, leaſt his Cataplaſmes prove ſuch (0- 
—_— philmes ( too many vvhereof the reader may meet vvith 
et nuti, un his defenſe )as vvil make the {oareyvorſe rather then bet- 
) >Trapny ter ; and him to looſe more peace,at home, then gaine vt- 
f >” orice abroade, | [ - 2ninvn: 2; 
Seventhly,all his former proceedings notvvithſtanding, 
itis ayvonder to ſce,vvith yyhat ſtrange boldnes & boaſts 
of victorie,he marchcth on from the beginning to the end? 
&« anawir. V crily ſuch, as if all his proofes, vyerc ſuch © evident demi. 
rerdd, de- Hrations, as-xc above all exception, admitting no contradittt- 
monſtrati- gx ſach Achillean arguments and forezble *frreaſons, as arc 
enceypions not $0 be reſiſted or doubted of; and as he hiath great m_ of 
gn4jores. encm 
«4 ychuroi logoi,meden drakyinonons). | *.1;1 


\ olfe deve but rarved the font of Sifphus,and Ike it viticrehe, - 


_— — —_—_ 


To the Chriſtian Reader. + 
| them even(huper ek periſſan) more then enough; ſo (if wee 
beleeve him) rhere is no one of them, which is not 
ofthe nature of thePopes ſentoce(penitus definitiva)abſo- 
lutely definitive,not liable tocxceprion or appeale. Where- , |, 
fore he is ready f ſharply to cenſure all gainſayers, hovylear- gg,uuu 
» ned, iudicious,& orthodoxal divines locver)and to charge elegchem , 
them that doe ( heterodidashkalein ) teach othervviſle,vvith 
milinterpreting both of ſcriptures and fathers, yea & vvith 
othcr crimes, little better then blaſphemy. Wherein, 
though it vvere no great preſumptis6 fo him to take liber- *Cum bo- 
ty ſo, to abuſe his refutcr conſidering the baſe conceite, nis bene a- 
he hath of him, yet ſeing he hath acknovvledged others, 75. 
whome he hath ſhutt up under the ſame ſentences, to be Tully.” 
both learned and orthodoxall divines, andare ſuch indeed, Phil.z. 
3 both he and all men ought to reverence; he ought cer- benebqd : 


teynly to have dealt* better with them, the heathen ' be- nes vene- 
ing ludge. rari debe- 


_ mus , ſolus 
But let not the Door think, ſo to carry the matter a- opponnas? 


wy: Ihope the wiſe and judicious reader ſtudious of the <« aug.ad 
truth, wilbe able to diſcerne <* that his blowne ſentences with Petil.l.2.C, 
ſo many vaine eracks, are broken upon his owne head, and that Mu ; _—_— 
this lofty lifting up of his head { in a cauſe that liveth ſo forim, ted 
much upon begging and by ſhifts ), is both unworthy a incapite 
man of his note, and ſuch as vvill t never bring grace to __ _—_ 
him. It vyould in all likelihood, have argued him to be tul. IEvagrius: 
ler of good proof; if he bad in more humility hung dovvn drivoneſts 
his head like an care of good corne, then to ſtand ſo bolt mgepbre- 
upright as he doth. EY 
Eightly, concerning the courſe taken in this replie; be P*&%* 
the Reader advertiſed. 1.that therin nothing is dealt vvirh, 
but the Doors text, and other places of ſcripture pro- 
Uuced,excepting ſuch vvriters as are alleaged for interpre- 
tation of them, and the clearing of the Refuter from the 
»* flaun- 


Tothe Chriftian Readey. | | 
Nanders layd upon him tor miſalleadging them. And the 
reaſon is , both becauſe the ſcriptures onely can { and are 
alone ſufficient ) to decide the maine controverly concer. 
ning the right of the epiſcopall fun&tion;and alſo for that 
«the DoRnr rejedteth all nevve vvriters as partics and inc6- 
petent, for the ſame cauſe for vvhich, the retuter might aſ- 
vvel rejetthe old, were they (as they are not)ſuch Biſhops 
and of his ſide, as he pretendeth. 2. The D. is not fol- 
lowed ſtepp by ſtepp in his ovvne order throughout his 
vvhole book, bur that vvhich lieth ſtraggling here & there, 
is drayvne togither into one tracte, afyvell concerning his 
rext ,as the reſt of the ſcriptures alleadged by him 3. nei. 
ther are the 5. pointes of his ſermon handled in the ſame 
order; for , the firſt of them concerning the Elderſhip, is 
put off to the laſt place,it being proved to perteyn nothing 
tothe maine queſtion. 4. The vvhole is divided intothree 
partes; in the firſt vvhercofare 3. bookes, the firſt concer- 
ning the Refuters preface, the z. concerning the fitnes of 
the Doctors choiſe of his text, the diviſion 8 analylis 
thereof, togither vvith the ſtate of the queſtion, &c. rhe 
3. concerning the true and genuine ſenſe of his text, and 
whatſoever he ſpeaketh of it. In the 2. part,firſt, all 0- 
ther ſcriptures alleadged by him for proof of the queſtion 
are dealt with;and then the Retuter is cleared of fallitying 
and miſapplying many teſtimonies of humane writers, 
wherewith the DoRor often- chargeth him ; by occation 
whereof it is made manifeſt, that many of the D. Ha- 
thers were neyther ſuch Biſhops, nor yet of the D.opinion 
concerning the pointe in queſtion, as he aftirmeth. In 
the third part is handled that firſt point of his, concerning 
the Elderſhippe. LF 
Laſtly,to end with a ſuite ortwo, 1.Let me intreat M. 


D, that ne pulchrum fibi ducat cfſe Davum in hac fabuls, 
im9 
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To the Chriflian Reader, | 
ind unguem in vicere ecclefiz;the which if T may not ob- 
tryac, bur upon his third thoughts he remaine the man 
tathe profeſſeth to be in his ſecond, and thatI have to , 
de with the * Orators adverſarie, one that will receive —_ 
nocondition of peach, buy upon ycelding him the cauſe Nonett mi- 
zzinſt truth, T deſire him, that, leaving all by-matters and |! cum co 
amending ſuch faults as he is juſtly taxed with, in this re- eamen ca 
' he would follow the truth in love, vvithout gall, and quo aliqua 
tternes, as he tendreth peace at home, and defireth to F215 con- 
bring this controverſte to an happy and ſpeedy iſſue. 2. —_— 
As for the reader, I praic him,that looking rather into the 
matter, then enquiring aftcr the authour, he would not 
(like the ſchollers of Pithagoras ) builds aforchand, on 
the opinion of the teacher (whether the D. or Refuter) , 
but f reade all, ſeriouſly ſtudie, ponder and examine all, DEP 
that both partics have fd in the whole carriage of this c. 7. * 
bulynes: & then judge as God ſhall give vnderſtanding,re- Imperiti 
membring what folly and ſhame it is for any (as Salo- —_— 
mon ſaith * ) to anſwer ( or give ſentence of ) a telligants 
matter, before he hearc it; wherein I perſwade ant 
my ſelfe too many have much fayled, —— 
alwel in prxjudging the author of 
the anſwer, as the mat- 
er or cauſe in 
queſtion 
* 3 
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"THE FIRST PART 
THE: FIRST BOOKE 
' concerning the Refur. 

Prefacc. 


Chapt, 1. Wherein the reaſon moving the Refuter to an- 
fwer the D. ſermon iFmade good, and the Ret: 
freed from diverſe vatruthes charged upon him 


by the D. 


the reaſon, chat moyed him to anſwer the ſermon. 


2. Where the refuters whole preface is but as a prologue;the D. 
dividerh it into a prologue and an epilogue; as if one ſhould divide a 
Lions head, into the head of a Lion, and the taile ofa Lion. Bur if 
itwerenot all's prologue, yer co divide an entire (peach, itito a pro- 
logue withour any prorafis or epitafis coming betweene, 
525 ifong bond divide a mans body into head and feete. As for 
his nice diviſion apd ſubdiviſion folowing, I'mind not to trouble 


logue > 1 epulog 


the reader with them, 


a 


Dt KOWOWOWEBCOISE) 


| 1 
| 
* | 


He Way of ſome is perverted and ſtrange; but of the pare» Se. 1.p.1. 
wen buy Work is right , fayth Salomon Prov. 21,8. 
Now which part of the proverb,belongerh to the: 
Refuter in his preface, and which to the DoGor 
in his anſwerto ir; ict the indiftexent reader ( (c- 
cundum allegara et probata)judge, in the feare ot 
| God,and ſpare not . And firſt as the Refuters eye 
vas upon the ſcope of the Do@ors ſermon; ſo is the D. eye vpon 
the (cope of the Ref. preface; the former 1 ſuppoſe looking r1ghs, 
forwards, the later quite awrie. For what can an eye not evilly at- 
feed , ſee in that preface , that ſhould charge the Refuter in the 
ſcope therof , bks an Orator in hit proeme to drawe and withdraw bis rea- 
d« (as he fayth from the D. to the Ref.) if he would be ledd by ſhewes? 
when , without any oratoricall ſhewes ar all, he plainly deciaretia 


* 


3- Where the tefurer profeſſeth, . that be deemed the D: ſernron as : 


nedfulto be anſwered as avy bark. )vritten of that [wbjet: The D., 


firſt pre- 
milcth 
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maketh - _ Ae ms his reader, a2” wie" motveriba 
wove to Undertake #t: Strong opunion , and wnquier defire : which is 
in deed to torture and not to 3-3."23 words, His ak opinion 
was, that, be deemed ut as nerdfiil tobe anfivered as ary hook che. which 2s 
the D. telleth us,though the refuter confirneth with drvers reaſons, yet they 
are ſach, as he that, ſhal compare them, ether With the eru-h or his opimon,or 
one of them Vouth mother he ſhall ſee a _ repreſentar's of the Matachme, 
every one fighting With another ; he (hall ſee, that is ro (ay , if he hath 
the D. (peQacles on. But firſ his logick faileth him; for a man 
that looketh with his righteye , may eaſily diſcerne , that the ref; 
brought bur one onely reaſon for that his opinion; the other rea- 
fon, or reaſons (as it pleaſerh the D. to number them, for it ſeem» 
eth hc had on thoſe (p:Racles that maketh a man to ſee gemma 0b. 
tefta,gemmes ſales )doe bur prove the conſequent of that reaſon. 2.44 
for the «At rachine fight, I perſwade my (clf, it will (upon dueer- 
aminatio of particulars )prove onely but fone Feftrwm, arifing out 
of that ſtrong imagination, which many times maketh any thing 
ſeeme to be; what rhe fantaſtick defireth it ſhould be, . The Retu- 
wordes, in which the DoRor feerth theſe marveils, are to this ct. 
tet T bat, when be ſaw bow his ſermon tended direttly to prove, that the cal- 
lore of our Lord Biſhops ( a4 they now exerciſe it in the Church of England) 
ner onely lawfiel and good, but to be holden jure divino ; not as an humane or- 
dmance , thew ancient end vonted tenure but by divine right, as the very im- 
mediate or dinaxce of (hriſt: be demed it as needful to be anſwered as any book 
of that ſubjet et. For that(norwnhſtanding the D. commendation of t)u 
evident, the doftrine thereof 11 -mtterly falſe, very hurtful and obnoxious, and 
theyfore neceſſary to be confled. Would not any man think him driven 
to goe nere rhe wind, that rayſeth up ſuch tragedies, and logical) 
clatrerings upon theſe words? or cannot he, thow we, ſee farr into 
a milſtone, thar can ſee a matachine fight in them? Well, ler us ſee 
how the'D. proveth it. - - ag 


4 The Refuters firſt reaſon ( ayth he ) is becauſe be (ave the 


of the D.c ſermon tended dirtttly to prove that, the calling of our Lord Biſhops, 


3-9f the ref. 


they now exerciſe it cc. The firſt reaſon ? Nay it is the, onely reaſon 
why he deemed the book ſo needfull to be anſwered;. & what ſaith 
the D.to it? /x Which(Gayth he )there were divers untrurbes, But whoſo- 
ever wich an indifferent eare ſhall enterceyne the anſwer following; 
may (1doubt not) caſily diſcerne, that this ſaying of the D. is - 
un) 


ſerh a ſcoffe/which T here paſſe by; & then by way of analyfing, 
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hath0 lay, and give upright fentence;/: 11/42 111 22 4 tet 


therby that, 11 11 pener y, perpetually c- unmutably neceſ] ary, h 
/aaty po oo Cee 2 heed benfelfag cms. 
peg. 92. of bus hook, With-what eye did he {ce ir? even with the fame 
eye chat was upon the truth. Let the Dodor deale plainly and an- 
{vere to the point direRly. Is it an untruth in the ref: co ſay, that 
his erm renderh dirc&ly to prove that the calling of our Biſhops 
istobe holden jure drvmo, by drume right,and not as an humane or- 9) God, 
dinance? Why then dooth he nor dire&tly contradie this afſertid, (ve. 
and ſay, that his ſermon renderh ro prove, that their calling is ro 
be holden, jure humane, by bumaneright, and not as adivine ordi- 
nance? Or if rhey hold their calling by another right, which is 


neither bumanums nor drvmum jus ; why is he aſhamed plainly to 


fe, what it is? hath he preached a whole ſermon in defence of | 
their honourable funRion, & publiſhed foure books in defenice 6t | 
his ermon, and yer darerh aot directly proclaime quo jure they 
hold cheir ſuperiority ? Bur ler us touch a litle ſome points of his 
ſermon, and of his defence therof. Was nor the callings of theſe 7. 
_ of which the rext (peaketh, of divine right?and dorh he not 
rnie (pag 2) and profeſs plainly ro prove,that, the reverent fachers 
of ur Church, (for the ſubſtance of their <alling)were ſuch? 
2. Arc nor the true proper Paſtors of the Church, the lights and 
farres of the Church, of divine right ? and doth he not (pag. 3.& 
93)affirme our Dioceſan Biſhops to be ſuch? their calling therfore, 
(that honourable funRion ob theirs):muſt eyther be of arvmne right, 
or the Churches of God themſelves are nor of divine right. 
3}. Doth he naem divers places of his (Ermon call it an apoſto.. 
licyl ordinance & affirme ir, to be trom heaven,from God, alle dg- 
ing divers ſcriptures for the proof theref? 
_ 4- Yea, isnot the doctrine which he rayſeth from his text, ( & 
inthe explicatio-and appticario wherof, his whote ſermon is ſpent) 
&r dovya by himſelf (pag 94) in theſe very words, {c.that. the epyſeo- 
Az pil 


mjuftlaunder; & that be himſelf harh delivered diverſe uihervthes 7be D ff 
tocolour it, Ler the reader now heare what the one and the other Tr 

| il bu Ret: 
-  Firſk, ſayth he, wich what 30 did heſer rhat direttly prochioywed in the then delrve- 
ſemen which durellly and expreſſily | did chſclarrve pag; 9 2 where f profiffeal, reth dovers 

that, alchowgh 1 held the calling af the Biſhops $6. 10 be am apoſtolicat and (5 wnruths 16 
drome ordenance : yet ry po not mamieyn it to be. devyhy jurss';\as miteh- colour it. 


« OO 


T he D. 
ſlau nder , 


” 


pl! finflion, is of apoſtobeal & droine inſtnuni? And doth he not(def lib, 
1..cap. 3 pa. 60;) reducethis his dotrine to a queſtion de jure? 


\ If then 1n teaching that their funRtion is of divine inſtitution, his 


purpoſe bero ſhew, that they hold their precminence ime, by good 
\and lawful tight; canhe mean any other then divine right? 

3. And doth: he not ayme art the ſame right, when he ſayth,itis 
the ordinance o;(tift by bis eAyoſtle ( lib. 3 pag. 24,:35.44.48,59.) 
and that many of his allegations doe juſtify the ſuperiority of Bj. 
ſhops nor-onely de faRo, bur alſo de jure, and give teſtimonic to 


- their right 2 cſpetially when he ſayth ( pag 26.) that his allegation 


of thole fathers which adjudged Acrius an heretick, doth therfore 
prove the ſuperioritie of Biſhops de jure, becauſc there is no here- 
ſy, which is not repugnant to Gods word. 

6. Neyther can he otherwiſe warrant their calliog and fun&ion, 
to be an bely callmg, an bigh and ſacred fimttion( as he athrmeth it to be 
in his epiltle dedicatory to the King ( pag 2, 4. ) unles the right 
and title they have unto it, be divine and from Gced, who ſan&h- 
eth whatſoever is holy, 

7- Laſtly, ſeing he denieth ( in his ſecond page of his anſere 


tO the preface ) their auncient tenure to be jure humano,and for 


proof thereof athrmeth that their fun&ion was in the primitive 


CHVRCH acknowledged to be an ordinance Apoſtolicall: 


yf there be any ſtrength in his reaſoning, it will followe that he 
elteemeth their tenure to be jure divino; ſeing he mainteyncth 
their function to bea divine ordinance. For if an ordinance 
Apoſtolicall , will conclude their tenure to'be jure apoſtolico 
and not jure humano onely ; then a divine ordinance wil prove 
their tenure to be jure divino, and not Apoſtolico onely. Where- 
fore as it is an evident truth in the Refur. to ſay, that the D. (erm 
tendeth dire&ly to prove that the calling of our Biſhops 1s to be 
holden, jure divino, by divine right, and not as an humane ordi- 
nance; ſoir is a mallicious flander in the D. toraxe him for an 
untruth in ſo affirming. But let us look on, and fre with what un- 
truthes he covereth this lander. Firſt he faich be did direitly and ex- 
preſly diſcleyws it pag. 9 2 of his ſermon. The which if true; will he thence 
inferre that his Ref, aſſertion is an untruth? vay rather, let him c0- 
feſs, that he hath contradicted himſelf, and in one page of his fer- 
mon expreſily diſclaymed, what he dixeRtly proclaymed, & oe. 
re 


%* 


ro in the principall ſcope of the whole. Bur is it not a The Dr: 

= cr in bins to = that in that 92 page he direGly and ff wr. 
expreſſly diſclaymerh the point in queſtion ? tor doth he not plems truth to ce. 
buccrs (asif he were ſounding of a trumpet) proclayme it? Let Us louy bis 
view his words and referre them to his purpoſe, vidz. to ſhew what lager, 
wasIcroms meaning when he - a. Biſhops are greater then Priſ- 

bus, rather by the cuft ome of the Church, then by the truth of drvme diſpe- 
fun. If, fayth he, 7erom meant that Biſhops were not ſet over Preſbyters 

hy eApoſtolicall ordmance, he ſhould be contrary to all antiquity and to bym- 

if . But if bis meening ſhalbe that their ſuperiority, ( though it be an eA- 
poſtolicall tradition, yet )11 not drreretUy of drvine mſtuution; there 13 ſmaal aif- 
firence berwixt theſe nwo ; becauſe what Was ordeyned of the eApeſtles procee- 
ded from God , What they did m the execution of their eApoſtolicall funttten, 
they did by durefticn of the boly Ghoſt. But yet tor more evidence he ſayth, 
be thil dureftly and breiffly prove , that the epiſcopal funttion is of drvine mſti- 
tation , or that Brſhops were ordeyned of God . And as he ſayth fo, ſo he 
aſayeth to doe ſo, from the inſtances of Trimorky and eArchippus, 
eſpecially from his text,trom whence he ſayth,t may evidently be pree 
ved. 1. for that they are call-d angels, which not onely ſheweth their excellen- 4 
tie,but alſo proveth that they Were authorized 5 ſent of God. 2. fir that they 
#t commended vnder the name of ſtarres yo fignify both therr preeminence of 
dignuy in this life , that they are the crewne of the Church . Revel. 12. 1. and 
there prerogative of glerie, Which they ſhall bave in the World to come, Dan. 
12. 3. 3'y. for that they be the 7. ſtarres Which ("brif# boldeth m bus right 
band, both Gr approbation of funtlion & proteftion of perſon . And ſo con- 


cluderh that he hath rus proved the dotirine ariſing out of his text , that, 
the epiſcopal fu nftron 15 ofe Apoſtolicall and drowe mſtuntion. If theſe be his 


words ; how dooth he direaly & O—— diſclayme,that the cal- 
ling of Biſhops is to be holden by divine right? is he not a man of 


firange conceit, that thinketh with outfacing , to add credit to 


loendet an untruth? Yer he bluſheth not to mainteyne it by ano- The D. : 
ther untruth , which (though it were as true as.it is falſe) conclu- — 
deth not what he indearoureth to make good.f did profef(ſayth he) ,,,,, 1, 
. 92. that although 7 bold the calling of Bops in refal2 of their fu ſt n- ſlander;vwch 
uution,to be an apoſtolicall ſo a drviue ordinance :yet that. f do not main- if it _—_ 
len it 10 be divins tris, as mtending therby, that i 11 generally perpetually & ,,,, conclu- 
mwatably neceſſarie, From hence, it he wil conclude, that therfore 1, 1. 


be did direRly and expreſſly diſclaime, (in the ſame page) whathis ,,,,, 
A 3 Ref; #0 


w T Face. - 
Refut: ſayth he labouredin his ſermon to prove, ſcz.thet, the call 
fo pe is 10 be holden by devine v1 bt end not 3 an humane ordmance; 
he not (hew himſelf a weak difpurer, and nut wel adviſed whar 
he ſpeakerh?For which of the D.freinds, that adviſedly compareth 
the partes of his reaſoning togither ſeeth nor, that a man in his 
right witts, will never take the profeſſing of the former,to be a di. 
re& andexpreſs diſclayming of the later? yea, he that is not over 
partiall-may ſee, ( by that which is already ſhewed) that the ame Wl/ 
pen which now profeſſerh, that he doth not mainteyne the epiſco. 
pall funRion tv be divini juris, as —_— therby a perpetuall & 
immutable neceſſity therof ; doth notwithſtanding und:crhand (& 
by neceflary conſequence ) proclaime that it is to be holden jure 
divino , by divine right, and not as an humane ordinance.'1 add 
for the preſent, that this wilbe concluded from thar which here he 
profeſſerh . For he thar holdeth the calling of Biſhops, to be an 
-Apoſtolical and ſo a divine ordinance, doth in eftcR aftirme it to 
be divini juris:as meaning thereby that it is a divine & not an hu- 
mane ordinance. Bur there is leſs truth then he preſumeth,in that 
branch of his profeſſion , which ſayth , that he did profef pag 92, that 
be doth not mainteyn the calling of Biſhops to be druini mri , as intendng 
therby that. it is generally & wmmutably neceſſary. For he bath noone 
word in all chat page that can cleare him of profcſſing an untruth 
in ſo ſpeaking . In deed in the later part of his marginal annotati- 
on, he telleth us, that, in reſpeft of perpernitie, difference is made by 
ſome, betwixteboſe things that be drvims , and theſe Which be apoſtolic ts. 
ris , the former an their underſtanding, bems generally perpetually and immu- 
tably neceſſary the later not ſo. But dooth he make himſclf one of thoſe 
ſome that make that difference , and is of that vnderſtanding? it 
ſcemerh no, by the words, by ſome # their underſt andmg;yea it appea- 
reth no, by the words in the body of the book, (even right againſt 
them where he fayth,ther is ſmall drfference as he vnderſtenderh drome #- 
fttution ; becauſe what the e Apoſtles did in the exrcution of thery apeſtolical 
fronttion they did ut by the drettion of the tolyG hoſt; ſo that they might trut- 
hy ſaye of their or dimances,f1 ſeemed good to the holyG hoft and to weAl.1y. 
24. ec. For though the D. ſhould ( now upon his later thoughts) | 
put a difference berween an ordinance divine or apoſtolicall, & jus | 
| 
| 
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divinumor apoſtolicurn; yet the dire&ion of the Ho. Ghoſt, which 
accopanicd the Apoſtles in the execution, wil as ſtrongly conclude 
every * 
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goery jus @ to be jus divinf, as it will, every ordinice apo- 
golicall,to be a divine ordinice. Wherfore it wilbe an harder mat- 
ierthen rhe D.ſuppoſerh, ro work his marginall note fo to accord 
gich cherext of his book, that he may deduce fro thence ſuch a c6- 
cufid as here he tendreth, when he ſaith,char be profeſſerh pag 92 not ro 
wanteyy the calling of Biſhops to be drvan jars, aw intenamg* therby a gene- 
\ ral and prypetual ueceſſuit thereof. Wherefore not being able ro juſtify 
lapetcflion by any words of his own, he is gladd ru crave relicf 
of his Refut: and to catch ar' ſome words of h1s,(pag 90 of his an- 
{ver ) layin2, that his = acknowledgeth 44 much; tor anſwer where- 
paro , 1. 1 demand of the DoRor (in his own words) with what 

he beheld this acknowledgment 1m his refurer?he ſaith in deed, 
that the D. makerh the calling of Brſhops no further of drome imituntion the 
@ bring ordeyned of the e Apoſtles it proceeded from God, \pithout mplying 
thereby any neceſſary perperuioy therof. In which words, if rhe Refuter 
doth acknowledge that che D. doth not mainteyn the calling of 
Bihops to be divinijuris, as intending thereby the necſlicy and 
perperuitie aforeſayd ; doubtleſs the ſame eye, which diſcerneth 
this acknowledgment , doth alſo no lefle clearely perceive, that 
the Door matateyneth their calling to be divini juris ſo farr 
(though not any further then ) as he holdeth ir ro be a divine 
inſtitution, or an ordinance of God. And from hence we may ſafe- 
ly gather, that he plainly profeſſeth the epiſcopall funRion to be 
dinni juris, as inc-nding therby thar the firſt iuſtirution therof 
proce:ded from God,and not from mens diviſe, as other humana 
ordinances. And therfore once agayn, I may conclude that the D. 
maliciouſly Nandereth his Refur: in charging him with an untruth 
faying, that, be ſaw bis ſermon tended direfHy to prove that, the calling of 
| —2onImpR ire drvino, by droine right and not as an bumane or- 


2. Moreover, fince the Dr. is driven for his owne advantage, 
both here and in many other parts of his defence ( Anſwer, to the 
preface pag. 7. libr.z. pag. 57. libr 4. pag. 140.145. ) to ſhroud 
himſelf ynder this his Ref: acknowledgment;with what conſcience , 
en herequite his kindenes ſo ill, as he doth, with this falſe impu-.. A 1hird «w 
tation (ſo often repeated lib. 3. pag. 22.58.lib. 4. pag. 140. 145.) 4 of the 
namely, chat bus Ref. chargerh hins with (aymy , that the epiſcopal funtlion D. often r6= 
8 4vas jurit ar £0 be holden jure devine, as Mach" Heron proce. 

Kinally 


n Anjwere to the D. Preface. 
ually impoſed on all ( burc bes ſo 4s none other forrse of goverment | 

_ be admuted, For albeit he en the D pr 
of ſuch ſpeaches in his ſermon, as doe urge the perpetuity or ne.. 
cc{lity ot the epiſcopall ftunRionzyer he no where atfirmeth that his 
ſermon tendeth direRly ro prove that the calling of L. Biſhops is 
held by ſuch a divine right as here he diſclaymeth, Itis cnoughto 
ſalve the Ref: aſlcrtion from an vnrruth, and to returne back the 
vatruth into the Ds. boſome, if it appeare( as it doth ſufticiently) 
that the D. holdeth it auy way to be divini yuris, and not an hu- 

mane ordinance onely . 

4- But if the D, meaning (in his profeſſion before ſett downe) 
be to ſhew, thar he holdeth the epiſcopall funRion to be an apof- 
tolicall and fo a divine ordinance , becauſe the Apoſiles who or. 
deyncd it, were therein dirc&ed by the holy Ghoſt, and yet deny- 
eth it to be divini juris, becauſc it 1s not generally perpetually and 
immutably neceſlary, as though there could be no true Church 
without it: this conltrudtion of his words doth rather increale,then 
diminilh his faulc. For as it is falſe ro ſay that he profeſſeth any (ſuch 
diſtinction in that 92. pag. of his ſermon; ſo it is both falſe and 
Qanderous to ſay that his Ref. acknowledgerh any ſuch thing in 
that 90. page of his anſwere. And if he doe (in his judgment) al- 
lowe of that diſtin&tion, which he ſayth ( in his margm ) ſome doe 
putt between jus apoſtolicum and divinum, he bewrayeth therein 
no {mall weaknes of judgement. Moreover it is anerror in din 
nity, ether to think thatevery ordinance which is juris divini, is 
generally and perpetually neceſſarie, that no true Church can be 
without it: or to deny ſuch an ordinance to be juris divini, asis 
of (0 generall and perpetuall an ule, as heefleemeth and affirmeth 
the cpiſcopallfunRiap to be in divers pages of his ſermon, pag.32- 
35- 72-74-75. & 79. ( put togither by the Ref. pag. 158. of tus 
anſwere,)where he teacheth cleane contrary to his profeſſion here. 
But for the better clearing of the ſtate of che queſtion, and ſhewing 
the vanitic and vuſoundnes of this diftin&ion; I referr-the reader 

to the 3. 4. & 5. Chapters of the ſecond book; here, I doubt not; 
Set. 3-P49 enough being (aid to free the Ref. from the guilt of that varruth, 
3 of the which the D. hcre chargeth upon him. 24 
Ref. P44 The ſecond vntruth putt upon the Ref. by the D; he laieth 
2-of the D- downe thus;2.Where fſpake (ſal be)of the ſirbſt ance of their ally > 
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as Anftwere to 1 D. pr. CT. © 

pho eye did be foe we defend ther exerciſe of it? as if be Would maky the rea- | 
- = nr m.pay ro reife of thei findliog., which in 

d, even the beſt governments wha ſorver uu ſubjett 40 perſonall abuſes, With The 2. vn- 

pgareye? 1 anſwer,even with the ſame, wherewith he leeth,that rub web 

either their calling is not the ſame which they exerciſe; or els the theD.chare 


hto WY D.&fendeth the one aſweil as the other. The Ref. meaning 15 tO peth wn bus 
the YI, ſhey, that the calling of Biſhops which the D, defenderh, 18 not RF: is the 
tly) WM chcireleRion or vocation to their funRion; bur rather the exerciſe 7), z./uw- 
hu. WH of their fon ion; yer nor all the exerciſe therof, as the D. molt ger, 


ally infinuareth; bur ſuch an exerciſe uf it as is performed by ver- 
weot cheir callinge: as for particular and perſonall abuſes in the 
execution of a calling, as they cannot in proper ſpeach, be termed 
the exerciſe of thar calling; ſo the D. hath no reaſon ro charge the 


Of. 

Ny» Ref, with ovakmg the reader beleev-thai he tent about to juſtify them... But 
nd WW this be would have knowne, that the D. having vndertaken to juſ- 
rch WM tify the calling of our Biſhops, doth therein juſtife the exerciſe 
ien Wl thercof;for rhe queſtion is nor of an imaginaric fantaſtical ſubſtice 
xþ MW of [know not what calling w abſtrato; but of ſuch a calling av ll 


our Bi\hops doe or may exerciſe, by means of theiroffice, according 
rin tothe lawes and canons of our Church. This theretore 1s tarr tio 
al. W 2orntruth, voleſs this be rrue, thatthe D. in his ſermon maintein- 
oe WI eh another manner of calling in our Biſhops,then whar they cxer- 
in WI ciſc; when all the queſtion is abour thar which they exerciſe, and 
vi- MW 9ehcr the Biſhops calling is the ſame which they exerciſe, or clſe 
lo WF they exerciſe nor their calling. 
be WY 4s trucly is thar third yntrutch caſt upon the refuter by the D.in 71, » 
is WI fsnext words, where he ſaich. 2. neyther is rt true that the atwicient te- ſlaw me 
th Wl 14 of Biſhops i onely twye humano . Wheretoit may be replicd, that 
2. WM nejther is it true char the Refuter ſaych in generall, þ.4t the auncient 
is WW fenime of Biſh:ps Was onely mere burn: but that this was the auncient 6 
c. Wl Poited tenure of our L: Biſhops. Whar tenure other Biſhops eyther in 
g WF ie darknes of poperie,or before, have made clayme to,is nothing 
* WI tothe affirmation or preſent purpoſe of the Refuter. And as the 
/ WH D. with the ſame breath, wherewith he chargeth his r<futer, dil- 
chargeth him againe in the next clauſe 'of his ſentence: ſo however 
the Proceſtant Lord Biſhops are but as of yeſterday in compariſon: 
1 ft i8 it playne, (as appeareth by the Biſhops book fol. 48,49)thar 
WW dof latethey have bene content to hold their callings jure huma- 
F B no, 


— 


10 wereto the D, preface, . ' 
no, and thatnow upon the ſudden they have changed and turneg 
from their old and auncient tenure. Asforthe D. reaſon to prove 
the refaters (peach tobe an vntruth , becauſe auncienter, then the 
Biſhops he ſpeaketh of, (namely they of the primitive Church )gid 
hold their callings by an other renure, (viz. by apoſtolic all rradition wo 
ordinance ) 8 that without all contradiftion ec: as it 18 inſufficient for 
the purpoſe he producerh it,and beſides the point now in queſtis: 
fo who knoweth nor that iris altogither falſe , that it was ſo held 
then without all contradiction? Theſe 3.vntruthes therefore which 
the D. hath found in the Ref. reaſon, are nothing bur miſtes czſte 
before his readers eyes, the diſpelling whereof maketh me to re- 
member what Ierom once ſaid to Licinius of them who while they 
indevour alienos errores emendare , oftendunt ſuos: which with a 
litcle change I may Engliſh thus; while the D. went abour to cor- 
re& his Ref. for vntruthes , he hath manifeſted his integrity and 
diſcovered his own corruption. 


Chap. 2. Concerning the eMatachine, 
charged vpon the Ref. by the D, 


Seft. 1.pagg. The D. proceedeth, ſaying, that. as the Refi. firil Reaſon, fighteth 
3 of the reſ. With the truth , ſo the ſecond, both With his opinion & with it ſelf: and fo 
and pag. 2, ſerteth downe his reaſon why he deemed the ſermon needtul to be 
of the'D. anſwered, to witr, that howſoever the D. affirmeth the doftrine of bus ſer- 
mon 10 be true, profitable and neceſſary; yet # is evident that it 15 utterly falſe, 
burtful and obnox10us, neceſſary to be confiaed , at no hand to be beleeved; & 
then telleth vs, that, in theſe Wordes of the Refuter there are 3. reaſons pro- 
pounded that come to be examined. IT looked when I read to haue had 
a Matachine fight ſhewed in the former and theſe z. pretended 
reaſons, wherein all 4. of them ſhould fight one with another: but 
all is brought to this , that the fir#t reaſon fighteth with the truth , the 
ſecond , not with any other reaſon , but with the Ref: opinion and it 
TheD-. ff. How the firſt fighteth with the truth, we have already ſcene, & 
waketh 3- we ſhall (ee by and by, that this ſecond fighteth juſt after rhe ſame 
reaſons o mmanner,that isin deed nothing atall, I call it the ſecond reaſon, be- 
tbe Ref.ont. cauſe the D. three, is but the o_ one. And if he had not loſt his 


honeſty in his logick, he could never have made 3. reaſons of ww 
wor 


4 g #4 if / . 

 gordes cited by him; ſuch boyes play ul! beleemeth fo reverend a 
| man... But he tellerh us , they come now to be examined, and for 
the readers ſake , let us examine them according to his owne di- 
woo, The firſt he maketh ro be this, fr #5 evident that the doflrine 
m the ſermon 14 utterly falſe: therfore moFt neeafil to be confuced; what an- 
ſecre maketh he to it? and how doth he prove it to hight againſt 
the Refuters opinion and with ir ſelf? this 15 his charge, thus faith 
hc. if ut be evidently falſe ut needeth no cor furation ; T hings manifeſtly falſe or 
trae,are (0 judged Without diſputaiton or diſcourſe; neyther doth any thing 
nced to be argued or diſputed, but that Which 1s not evident , T bis reaſon 
_ thafore if it were true, would wah better reaſon conelude agaua#t his opmnn. 
It s evident( ſauth he)that ut 1s utterly falſe, therefore ut needeth not 10 be con- 
ed. What an an{were is this? did the Returer ſay, that it is evi- 
dencly falſe ro all men ? {ome colour then had the D. for this an- 
ſwere. If not bur that itis common to many to be fo blinded with 
partiallicy and prejudice, that they ſee nor that to be talſe, which 
evidently falſe;and nor ftrange to others (hamclcfly to bend their 
witts to mainteyne manifelt and grofle vntruthes, agzinit as clrare 
alight as the Sun calterh ar noon dayes: mult they not the fore be 
refuted becauſe they are manifeſt? Is the D.ignoranrt that the god- 
ly & learned Fathers of old contuted diverſe vanityes, ome of which 
were ſo evidently talle, rhat they could ſay, recrtafſe eſt refutaſſe? Yea 
ſogrolly talfe and in the iace vntrue; that the retuter of thein, faith 
T h:y Wp:ll fall of chem ſelves &5-c. Was it not a doctrine utterly and ev 
dencly falſe, t/a. (Þriſt was not Goa? nceded it not therefore ro be 
confaced? rhe Fathers verily were but vaine men then. What?hall 
I aced faic any more to this? did the D, him{clt never. deeme 1t 
needfull ro conture a point, which in his judgment and the judge 
ment of all (it we maye belceve him) that are not partiall,is veterly 
falſe? doth he nor attirme fo of the preſbyrerian diſcipline ( as 
be calleth ir)calling it a facie, a novelty that bewrazeth the falſity,a mere 
bumane invention, a next divice oc. And doth he not (all this not» 
withſtanding )beſtowe firſtalonge ſermo,and then a large defence, 
for conturation of what is ſaid for it > me thinkes therefore the 
D. isquite of the hookes in his thus reaſoninge. T hmgs manifeſtly 

_ tryc'sr falſe are {6 judged m dred Wonhout diſputation or diſcomſe; but it is 
by them, ſurg, ro whome they appeare ſo, not to others; to others 
they ate ſo. judged by diſputation "ms diſcourſe . Iris truc als, 
2 : 


TheD. 


fe effeth at. 
« Word, 


leneth the 


$01rt alone. 


The'D. 


9 ame quE- 


'T2 were tothe D. preface, 
that nethey doth any thing need to be argued or diſputed, but that Which i; x4 
evident: bur knoweth he nor alſo, that nothing is to be confured 
bur that which is evident, whiles it is not evident,it muff be a1 ou- 
- 1% diſputed: bus when the falfl;ood is evident, it muſt be con. 
ured, 

Thus we fee how ſtoutly this reaſon fhghteth with the Ref. 0. 
pinion; the D. ſhould now ſtew us how it fighteth with it (elf; but 
(wharſoever the marter is)hc hath not #word to that end; the rea- 
der hath leave to work thar out by his own imagination, Let ng 
paſſe onto the ſecond reaſon of rhe three ( pretended by the D.) 
called by him the ſecond braneh, thus framed by him on theRefurers 
behalf. 7r i very hurtful and obroxicus, the) fore neceſſary 10 be corfited, 
How this reaſon fighteth cyther with rhe rrath, or Wir the Ref*: opemis, 
or With xi felf, er With the athir reaſons, hc ſheweth us not; but in licad 
thereof {cofteth at the word ebnoxwm as if it would bearc no other 
{enſe,then {« offingly he giveth of it,to wit, ſbje& wo be kurt wah cal 
tongues Ec. Wheras the word is turned almet in all layguages, 
French, Italian,Spanifh, aſwell as Engliſh,cx/pable,&1ſer2 wy b'owe, Or 
pumiſbeert,as the Refuter meaneth it. Bur if zr were not; yer hereby 
appeareth,how apt he js to take his brother by the throat, nor for. 
giving him the leaſt ſy1labicall Nipp, bur making him pay the ur. 
moſt farthing. If his adverſary ſhould uſe him after that manner, 
ful oft perhaps might he be twiiched vp for halting: Bur Jert the 
D. make the word ſound what he will, the rezdcr may ſee, th at. the 
Eagle is hungry When ſhe catcheth at ſuch fue; ard the Refut: meaning 
and ſo his words ( indifferently confirued ) doe ſound, that it is a 
dofirine burtful and Worthy of blame , and therefire to be corfited: what 
fayth he to the reaſon? he onely denieth it to be karifil; ard 
why? Fer 7 not onely ſayd, (arth be, but proved alſs both im the prifce & 14: 
eluſion of the ſermon, that. it Was both 4 _ and necefſery. Which, v hat 
is it bur a filly begging even of the mayn queſtion? I call it filly,ſe- 


ing the proof licth not in rhe body, but in the preface and conclu-. 


fion; both which are anſwered by the Refuter: to the ſormer of 
which he hath replyed nothing, nothing to purpoſe, it being a8 
himſelf calleth ir ( in the divifion of his ſermon . def. lib.1. pak, 
(not a proof but) an applicatien of that which before he pretender 

to have proved. And ifthe Refnter had not diſproved his proofes, 
both in preface and copguſion and wherelocyer elſe, as he _ 
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aſt deemed himſelf ro have ) done, yer is the matter under triall 
All. What then hath the DoR. here done, but as if a man making 
claime to ſome parcell of land, and bringing forth to that end,cer- 
teyne deeds to prove his title; wherevnto when his adverſary ſhall 
forgery or infufficiencic, he ſhould think ir ſufficient tor re- 
joynder to ſay, he hath nor onely ſayd his title is good, bur proved 
by the deeds aforelayd. How the Refuter hath diſproved the D. 


, s, whether ſufficiently or otherwiſe mattreth not-in this 


int; (ure it is the matter remayneth ſtill queſtionable;yea had he 
notat leaſt made ſome ſhewe of a ſufficient diſproof of them;what 
needed ſo wiſe a man as M.D. to make ſo great a volume of defen« 
es? he rold us even now, (I cannot yet forget it,) that, nethwyg need- 
ath to be argued or diſputed, but that, Which is not evident, 

Come we now to the Reft:words, which the D.maketh his third 
reaſon, The third, ſayth he, 7 « neceſſary indeed to be cenficred, au if be 
had [ayd, it 6 neceſſary maeed to be cerficred, therefore it 1 muſt necafiil ro be 
eſwered, That clauſe of the Refurer is an epiphonematical repctiti- 
on of the mane concluſion and nothing elſe, as he that joyneth 
vit and honeſty togither way caſily ſee: butthe Door maketh it 
a different argument that he may make a child of his adverſary; & 
his reader to imagine, that he beggeth the queſtion and proveth 
idem per idem: bur lett the judicious,judge of his dealing herein, 
and honour him for it as he ſecth cauſe; to me it ſeemeth an hun- 
grie cauſe, that is gladd to feed upon any thing , Thus much for 
the Matachine'\fight charged vpon the refuters reaſons, how true- 
ly; I leave to the readers ſentence. 

The DoGor goeth on and telleth vs how his refuter proveth the 


firſt of the three former reaſons by divers arguments. The firſt f 


whereof is as he ſayth, this; T he dottrine of bis ſermon is witerly falſe , 
breauſe ut is repmgrent 10 the truth, the Word of truth, the ſcripture of t1nah. 
nor, what ſayth he to it? 1. he calleth them all ridiculous amplificati- 
«s 2, he ſayth his Ref. had rather take it for granted, then be putt to prowe 
# to be repugnant to the Word; aud 3. that be for bis parte ſhall wake it cleare 
® his defence that there 11 not a ſillable im the ſcriptuere to prove the pretended 
dſciphme, and that the epiſcopall funflion hath good Warrant in the word. To 
all which I have not much to reply. To thefirſt,not to ſtand upon 
the number of the amplifications, we ſee, the ſentences are there 
onely, and minde one thing, the —" being an expoGituon of the 
3 fir 


3 


firſt, the third, of che ſecond, the one adding not an exegeſis ong; 
ly , but an emphaſis alſo to the other . Bur ſay they are more then 
needed; is it not much more then needeth to call them ridueulow? 
Wiſdome, I perceive, muſt dye with the D;putr caſe there were ſuch 

an amplification in the Service book, as ridicalows as it is, the D, 1 

doubt not, would find ahand to ſubſcribe it, as agreable to the 

word of God, and no doubt bur might doe it with more peace of 
conſcience , then to many amplifications therein conteyned; & yer 

no ridiculous thing in Gods ſervice is agreable to Gods word, To 

the ſecond;may I alk the Do& what need the refuter had to prove 

that in bis prztace, which the whole retutarion tendeth to prove; 

and whither it was not enough for him in it to admonilh thereof 

And me thinkes he anſwereth it in the third part by his own prac- 

riſe , when he ſayth , he ſhall make all cleare in his book cc. the which 

how well he hath performed, wil appeare in the examination of the 
particulars,in the meane time, it ſcemeth his ſermon made not all 

cleare. | 

So much for rhe firſt argument. A ſecond the Do&. frameth of 

the Ref: words thus . The dottrine is utterly falſe; becauſe ut is contrary 

to the judgement & prafliſe of the primitive Churches, next after (briſt and 

T be D. 4- bis eApeſtles. To let paſſe the wrong he offrerh herein to his Retur, 
game wro7- jn making it by it ſelf an argument contrary to his meaning, let us 
&h his Ref. heare his anſwereto it : 7 cannot tel ( ſaith he ) whether to Wonder at, 
tu maki's more the blmdnes or the impudencie of the man. And why (o ? becauſe (ſaith 
more arg. of he) [ have made it manifeſt, that the government of the ( hurch by Biſhops 
| bus Ref. hath the fail conſent of antiquity and not one teitumonne of the auncient Writers, 
Words 1hen fr their indoemen;t,,or one example of the primitive Churches, (6r their prac- 
' be ment. tife to be alleadged to the contrarie- &Cc. I am ſory I ſhail trouble ths D, 
with ſo many queſtions: where | pray, hath he made this ſo mant- 

felt? in his{ermon or in the detence of iz? hath not the refuter as 

much (if not more) reaſon to wonder , at che D. blindnes and im- 

pudencie? ſcing , if he made it cleare in his ſermon, is he not blind, 

in not ſeing that he hath made this his own detence needleflc? isit 

not his owne argument,that. hong! manifeſt need not be d:iputed nothmg 

The D. meedeth to be argued or drfputed,but that Which 1s not evident? But his ex- 
pratycecs- ce(live travell in mainteyning thar ſermon, and the ſtrange fits he 
era4teth Falleth into, in his defence thereof doe ſhew, that in his ſermon he 


made not the matter ſo cleare as he talketh of. Wherexthen? in his 
ets A defence? 


Anſwere 10 1he D: preface. a5 
4? ſoit feemeth, he mcaneth , And be it ſo, yet was it not 
before (no not in his owne eyes ) for then this defence , by his 
oynereaſon had been needleſſe. What reaſon then, hath he, to ar- 
his refuter eyther of wonderfull blindnes , for nor (eing that 
phich was not then to be ſeene : or of impudencie, for affirming 
thecontrary, which if he hath not clearely proved, is yet in queſti- 
00, May we not rather wonder,and wonder in deed, at the DoR. 
"that counteth it woderful ignorice or impudencie for any todeny 
ordiſprove wharſocyer he layth, &ſcemeth ro himſelf, manifeſtly ro 
1ethough in ſaying as he ſayth here, he doth but crave the qug- 
io?And yet out of the ſame paſſi6, he proceedeth& aſketh his ref. The D. a. 
hay he durſt mention the judgement and prattiſe of the prumurove Church for game beg= 
the tniall of the truth mm queſt101.,, ſemg there 15 not one teſt1monye nor example peth the 
jr all antiquity for the pretended diſcipline cc: and oftreth, that if his Ref. queſto, fire 
bring any one pregnant teſt1mony or example, be Will yeeld in the Whole gerterk bens 
we. Not to tell him agayn;that he is ſtill in begging the queſtio: {if ang1he 
[praye him to tell his Ref. what ſhould feare him from mentioning p,xr i ques 
that, which he vndertook to juſtify and proove? and whereto his [7 
large defenſe ſerveth,if his Ref. hath nor at leaſt in ſhewe proved as 
wuch as he mencioneth; or not brought ſo much as one reſtimo- 
ny or example to the purpoſe? the D. in his paſſion forgatt himſclf 
and the point in queſtion ſurely; he could not els but knowe, thar 
diverſe teſtimonies of the Fathers, are brought to prove the fune- 
tion of the Biſhops in queſtion, ro be jure humano, nor divino. As 
for his offer to yeuld #: the Whole cauſe, yf but any one pregnant teſt1mony or 
txemple be produced: by pregnent he meaneth certeinly , ſuch as are 
ſubje& to no wreſting, or cavillation; but pregnant in his owne 
judgment, not in the judgment of all, or the moſt ſound & ortho- 
doxall divines in the world;otherwiſe teſtimonies pregnant enough 
have bin already produced. But what ſo pregnant , that Cavillers, 
(ſuch eſpecially as have the ſword by their fide ) cannot with ſome 
colours or others elude, and thereby delude the eyes of the ſimple, 
which is all they care for. 

Inthenext place, where the Ref: ſayth that his doArine is con- Sef7. z-pag- 
trary to the indgement., of all the reformed churches, ſace the reeſtabliſhment 4.of the ref 
#{ the goſpel by the Wwortbies in theſe latter times: the D. chargeth with an &< 4-of the 

tru aying, fs it not a range thing, that a man bs og ſincerity Dott. 
F®uld 6 overr cache, ſeing a farre greater partof the reformed (hirche, is go« 


wverried 


| Anſwere to the D.yreface. 
verned by Biſhops and Superintmaents , then by the Preſbyterian diſcipline 
& } have ſhewed in the later ende of this baok, How the Do. hath pro. 


yed his aflertion here, ſhalbe ſcene when we come to that later ende 

of his booke: bur it he there proverh it no better, then he here pro. 

veth his Refur. to have overreached, 1 will turne the DoRors owne 

words (one or two exchanged)vpon him, & ſaye. Is it not a ſirange 

thinge that a man of the DoQors ritle ſhould fo overreach ? Nay 

may [ not apply it to him, before I proceed any further? For how 

veth he that his refuter hath ſo overreached in this place? For. 

{ooth beeanſe a ſary greater part of the reformed Chur cthes 35 governed by Bi 

ſhops and Superintendents, &c, The which for the time preſent, let vs 

ſuppoſe to betrue: though by reformed Churches the Ref:mean- 

inge as he el{where ſhewerb, ſoundly reformed Churches, it is nor 

The D.an- ruc. But graunt it, yet that which the D . ſaith is falſe: viz. that 
truely char therefore bis refuter overreecherb here , For may not reformed 
refer too. Churches be governed by Bylhops or Supreintendents, and yet 
verreach, the ſame Churches denie, that the calling of our L. Biſhops 1s jure 
& © bm. divino? which is, (at lealt as the Ref. ynderitandeth it) the maine 
ſelf roo ree- dofrine of the fermon; and that wheretoall other particulars dog 
& ts over- homage and ſervice, When the D. hath proved , that the Biſhops 
reach. and Superintendents of all reformed Churches, are ſuch ( for the 
ſubſtance of their calling ) as ours, and doe hold orexercite their 
functions, jure divino, & not pofitivo ; lett him charge his Refur, 

with overreaching. In the meane time he ſheweth himſelftoo ready 

to overreach; for if he looke over his Biſhops and Superintendents 
mentioned in the later ende of his book, he maye (ec (if he ſhut 

not his eies ) that they held not their Bulhoprickes or Supreinte- 

dencie, by the D. new-found claime and tenure; to whom (at this 

tyme onely) I will add one or two more not mencioned by him, 

lodocus Naum ypon Rem. 12 . diſtributcth the Church-officers 

ordeynzd by G O D into Prophers and Deacons, the Prophet 

into Pa#tors & T eachers, the Deacons into treaſurers for the poore, and 


thoſe which are Preſbyters or Elders, viz. Orderers or moderaters of 


diſcipline. Nicholaus Laurentius a late Superintendent in Den- 
mark , in his treatiſe of excomunication publiſhed Anno 1610, 
hath theſe aſlerrions. Thar the right of excommunication, 1s not 
in the power of any one man , eyther Biſhop or Paſtor; but in the 
payer of the Paſtors, & that company which Paul calleth a __ 
yte 
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2. JThat excomunicatis,ts eyther of the whole Chorch 
(meaning the people)or of cerrayn grave mE, web are in ſtead ofthe 


& yhole Church; ſo that the Paſtor doe publikelyin the name of t 

ro. vhole Church pronounce the ſentence(p.64).T hat where there 1s 
'0e po ſuch Senare or Preſ byterie ( except the Magiſtrate ſhall other- 
"ce WM vic decree and provide) the Paftor chooſe two or three godly and 


difcreet men of his pariſh: and the Superintendent, and two of the 
” Faſtors in that Province, wherein he dwelleth,and bring the mat- 
ter before them all &c, (ibid). Many moe might be brought for 
this purpoſe, (if it were ficting for this place) but theſe are enough 
to juſtify rhe refurers affertion, and ro thewe the DoR. weaknes in 
ſooverreaching, as to charge that unjuſtly vpon his refuter, which 


an 
oe MW be himſelf is jallly guilty of, 

"at 

ed Chap. 3. Wherein the Refnter ts freed from the firit 0 


foure other notorious wntruthes,charged 1pon him 'y 
the Doctor, 


v In the D. next ſe&ion, he chargeth his refuter to add to his for. 5*#?. 1-p4ge 
(i mer overreaching, foure notorious vniruthes concerning our ewne land,be- 4 of the ref 
ut cauſe he ſaid his dottrine was againſt , 1. the detlrme of cur Martyrs, and pag of 
2, Contrarie to the profiſſed judgement of all our werthy Wryiers, 3 . contra- the D. 45 
1 nant to the lawes of our land,ef 4. contrarymg the dotirine of the (hurch of #. 

TW England. A foul fault, if true; and no great credit for the D, if not 

his refut in his ſayings, but himſclf info ſaying,hath vtrered 4.no- - 

- torious vntruthes; let us therefore examine them;and in this chap-» 


fr ter the firſt of them. The retuters words out of which the D. would 
| extrad the firſt of them are theſe: that the Do. ſermon, is again? the 
ts doi» ne of our immediate (orefathers,( ſome of hone were worthy Martyrs) 


1; Wl > in their ſubmiſſion to King Henry the 8. at. the aboliſhing the Popes au 
4 therxy out of England, acknowledge wth ſubſcription , that the diſparity of 
of eMmnifters, and Lordly primacie of Biſhops Was but a politick deviſe of ths 
fathers, not avry &r dinaxnce of (rift ;and that, the government by the e WMini- 
fer,and Seniors or Elders m every pariſh, was the ancient diſciplme. Theſe be 
his words, for his proofc he referreth us to three bookes, the booke 
fe Martyrs, the booke called the Biſhops booke , and the booke cal- 
led Refirnoatio legums eccleſiaſticarum . Conſider we now how the D. 
convinceth this to be a notorious yatruth; The Witneſs ſaith he, 
C Which 
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which tbe Ref: b, were Archbiſbep 

ng epoſeapalifonttrn boch in _—_ and profliſe; u « wncredle 
ble thet, any teſt rmonies, can from thews be ſoundly alledged againſt the ſame, 
Incftdible in deed, if they had-been caſt into the mould, in which 
our nowe Biſhops have been formed : otherwiſe it is credible e- 
nongh that they mayz(as I fil affirme that they doe) teſtifye ſome. 
thing againſt ſuch a calling of Biſhops as the D. mainteyneth, and 


yet hold the fun&ion & praRtiſe thereof lawfull.Was it never heard 


of, that ſome of our later Biſhops ( that worthy Jewel and others ) 
allowed the epiſcopall fun@ion both in judgement and praRiſe,& 
yet denied the tenure thereof co be jure divino?which is the point 
in quzſtion,though the D; here would wv? ſee #, And why may not 
they allowe of the Lordly primacie of Biſhops jave buwano , & dil- 
clayme it juve drvino , aſwell as allowe them to exerciſe civill autho- 
rity,and yer diſclaime it as being lawful wre d1vino?as may appeare 
they did in the places cited, _ Bur 2. the D: goeth on,and (as if he 
had already ſaid cnough to prove his refurer to be as unconſcions- 
ble as may be ) ſaith, that. he wondreth greatly at but large conſei- 
ence in thu bebalf, who throughout the book taketh wonderful liberty m cg 
anthonr s , alleeaging a4 their 1eſtumonics bus ovene concents, Which he brought 
wot from their Wruings, but to them: Arheavie charge, if true; but herc is 
the comfort, that upon due examination, it wilbe found to prove 
otherwiſe, It"is no newe thing that they who are themſelves the 


moſt _ wreſters ofceſttmonies, ſhould: be the readicſt(as 
the D. heres )to laye the charge on others. Let us noyy tric out 


the whole in the particulars. Firſt concerning the teſtimony taken 
from the booke of Marryrs,and the Biſhops booke, or book inti- 
ruled , T be inftumtion of a (bniftian wan, the DoRor telleth us, thats 


be bath peruſed it and findeth nothing #t. -all toncerning the ſuperurity of | 


of Biſhops over other « Al iniſfters: that. which is ſaid concerneth the ſupe« 


riority of Biſhops among themſelves ;- fl thons With the anctent father: - 
# confefle ({ayth he) in refpet? of the power of order to be equal, as Were the 
ef, 


les whoſe fucteſſors they are. If it be but ſo as the DoR. here c6. 


cth, a enough to ſhewe ( and he hath ſubſcribed it ) that * 

Archbiſhops is jure humano;-Bur if he had peruſed 
The D.'c«- wich purpoſe to find out what is thete to be foand, he mought ea- 
heviecth. fily have found full as much as the Refuter citeth it for, For it ſpea- 


keth not of Biſhops ſerered from other Preiſts and Preachers; but * 
pro- - 


the function 


Crammer and other Bi , allows 


,proviiſcuouly of all Biſhaps Preiſts and Preachers, a8 reth by 
_ dicrſc paſſages of that part. of the book there ſext downe; to 
witt, the chap: of the Sacrament of orders, ) amongſt which con- 
fider we, 1.that there ſhould be continually wn the Chureb neddetaunt , wonr:oft ers 
# officers to have ſpeevall power under Chriſt, ta preach the Word, admwnſt ey 
the S.acr amentes iooſe and binds by excommuntcation,and order & conſecrate 

| her: m the ſame rome? and office Wherets they be called, that ther power vas 
- | hmited, and offiae ordeywed of God Epheſ. 4, commed and given by (brift &- 
| bis eApoſtles to certeyn perſons onely, uix., Preiſts and Biſhops. T bat, albe- 
it the holy- Fat hers of the Church ſucceeding did wſtunie mferior orders and 
degrees (+6. yet the truth 11 that, m the new T eftament there" 15 10 mencios 

- wade,of any degrees or diftinfions in order 1; - but onely of Deacons or Mmi- 
fri. That the power end authority been to Prerſts and Brſhops 11 of 2. 
perts , poteflas ordinis , and poteftas tur yſaittionir, to the firſt whereof alwayes 

; go9d conſent bath bene about the ſecond, fome azſagrement, and therefore they 
think 44 mes that the Biſhops and preachers inſtrutt the people, that the wrſ< 
diltion committed to Preifts and Biſhops by amt boruty of Gods lame conſiſt eth 
in three fpeciall points, 1. m admonition, excommunication, and abſolution. 
2. in approving and admitting , ſuch as 2x8 neonunaed elecded and preſenttd 
to ry Church. g. ts mak; aid ordeyn rula and canon) for order and quietne, 
for drverſitics of degrees among eAmiſters & 6. - eAnd that thoſe orders ave 
to be made by the miſter of the (hurch with the conſent of the people, befors 
Chriitian Princes , and after (briftian Prmces, With the authority and con- 

| ſent both of Prince and people. Agame Wwe think. it comvenient that all Biſhops 
and Preachers ſhall initruft the people emitted to their {purituall charge thas 
 Wheras certeyn wen dec inoarme and affirm that, Chriſt ſhould grve wo the 
Biſhop of Rome , power and axthority over all-Buſhops and Prufts in Chriſt 
Chureh oc. thats it is niterly falſe and untrue. Againe ,it © ont of all doubt, 
that, there it no mencion made ,neyther in the ſcripture, nar mn the Wrytings of 

; #ry «authentiaal DoAor or author in the (Jurch, being withm the Uma of the 
-eApofiles, that, (rift did ever make or mſtunte , wry. diſtinibion or aiffe- 
rence 18 b8 , is the proheemnmence of power , order, or jwriſazilion ;_ between the 
 Apoſila thewuſelyes, or betwene the Brſhops themſelves, but they Were equall 
") yrs bh and _—_ that. there 1s wow + ſince 
tiwe of the eApoitles , harvoſuy or difference amoey the Biſhops; 

' ts drviſed among CR pre the pramitrve {hureh , for - 
| Conſervation of good or der aud nity of the (athokke chaercls, and that eyther 
«#1 rhe 009/ant end antenr is) or 1h As the pernuiftis oþ (ufferauce of the 
»C-2 Pronces 


This it ſee- 
med theD, 

. marked +5 
Bot. 


1, That 
they make 
Preiit; or 
B ihops all 
vic. 


Princes and civill power: for the time rulmge. For the ſayd Father; eonſide. 
rg the great and mfizite multuude of (briſtian —_ ſo largely increaſed 
through the world, und taking examples of the old teſtament, ;* thonoky 
exper to make an order of degrees amonge Biſhops and ſpirnual! oVernor; 

the (ourch,cs (6 ordeyned ſome to br Puriarches, (ome wo be Primates \ome 
#0 be « Metropolutanes, ſome to be Archbiſhops, ſore Biſhops. And to thew 
hwued not onely ſeveral Duceſes or Provinces, where they ſbould exerciſe they 
power , and not exceed the (ame: but alſs certayne bounds aud lunut of the 
mriſas;tion and power. In ſs mach that Whereas in the tame of the Apoitles, 
” Was Lovfull for all Biſhops certeyne of them afſemblmg togither , to conſtuung 
and conſecrate other Biſhopsthe ſayd Fathers reſtreyned the ſay power ch 14. 


ſerud the ſame m ſuch wiſe, that without the conſent and authorny of the ie. 


fropolit ane, or Archbiſhop , no Biſhop could be conſecrate 1n any Provinte:gþ 
bk: wife m other caſes,therr powers were alſs reſtreyned, for ſuch cauſes as Were 
then thought unto them convement. Which differences, the ſay holy Fathers 
thought neceſſery to enatt 5 eft abliſh by their decrees and conſtutnnons not fir 
that any ſuch differences Were preſcribed or eſt abliſhed m the Gotpel,or men. 
cioned in any canoncall writmgs of the Apoſtles or teſtified by any eccleſiaiti. 
cal wryter withui the dayes of the Apoiiles;but to the intent that the eby th. 
teutiou, Variance, ſchiſmes & deviſions ſhould be avoyded, «nd the (wh 
preſerved un good order and concord. Loe here their words: now ob.crve 
we among other things. 1. that they joyne togither Biſhops and 
Preiſts no: onely in the duty of inſtrufting, bur alſo in the power of 
the keyes, & of bearing the ſpirituall charge of the people comit- 
tedro them. 2, And in (erting downe that head(hip ot the Pope 
which they diſclaime, they joyne the Prieſts with the By+ .of Chrilty 
Church; & attirme his power of claime & authoritic fro Chriſt 0. 
yer both, to be alike falſe and yntrue. z.thcy faye,that the Fathers 
deviſed an order of degrees among the Biſhops & ſpiritual gover- 
nours of the Church, which laſt words furitual governors, mult needs 
include all Preachers that have ſpiritual charge as is before noted, 


4- And asamong thoſe degrees ordeyned by rhem, they recko Bi- | 
fhops aſwel as Archbiſhops &c. ſo they aſcribe vnto the deviſe of 


the Fathers, the limitatio of (cveral Dioceſes aſwel as of Provinces; 
yea the limicatio of the power of Biſhops aſwel as of Archbithops, 
which cannot be thought they would ever have done, if they had 
held the jure divino. 5. And ail this was after that Chriſtians were 
increaſed co an infinite multitude throughout the world;and in an 
imitation of the example of like degrees in the old eeftament; not 


far that any ſugh were eltablilbed in the aewe &6, wherfore if — 


faller 
fendi 
fofar 
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Þ. had well peraſed their words,& with aa indifferent eye looked 
tothe ſcope and drift of their pleading; he mought have found, 
that wharſoever they ſpeak of the equalitie or ſuperiority of Bys, 
amonge themſelves ( attirming the one, and denying the other te 
bein{titrured by Chriſt ) the ſame is ro be underſtood ( nor of ſuch 
Biſhops as had that name proper to them, after the Fathers had c- 
ſibliſh:d ſundry differences of degrees, but) ofall apoſtolike Bi- 
hops or ſpiritual governours , preilts or preachers, which had the 
ſpiritual charge of any people comitted to them by the Apoliles, 
Which appeareth yet more clearely, as by that other booke called 
Reformarro legit eccleſirfticeris, compiled by them, (wherein it (hall ap- 
peare anone) they make thc Biſhops in quzſtion to be of no other 
ntitation,rhen the relt of that ranck of Archbiſthops, Archdeacos, 
Dcanes &c. ſo aiſo by that which Biſhop Tonſtall & Stokeſley(two 
ochers of themm,and cherefore fitteſt ro interprece their own mean- 
ing)writtin their lerrers to Car. {.nal Poole, S.ferom, ſay they, «/tv«! 
inhs Comentary on the Epiſtle to T tra , as in bis Epiſtle ts Enagrus, ſhrw- 
th that, thoſe premacyes long 1fter (hriits aſcenſion Were mage by the device 
of men; Whereas before by the comm agreement + conſent of the Clergie,every 
of the (Turthet were governed; yea the Patriarchall Churches. T be Words of 
S.terom are theſe ſcrant ergo #p1{copt ſe mags ex conſurtudine, quam diifen(a - 
tins Dominic veritate, Prefbyteris eſſe mo4jores. And in the margin, this 
note is (err. Dference berwixt Bi(h ps 4 Preiſyhow ut came in. What ci 
be more plaine then this, to ſhewe that thoſe Biſhops did acknow- 
kdoe (as the ref: ſairh)the diſparity of Minilters & the primacie of 
Biſbops,aſwel as of Archbilhops &c.was bur a politik diviſe of the 
Fathers and not any ordinance of Chrilt Izſus. This ſhall ſuffice for 
that teltimony: before we cone to the next, it ſhall not be amifle to 
ſpeak a word or two cocerning the D. confeſlion,touching chepa- 
nty J Biſhops among themſelwer; but yet reftreywing ut to the power of order, 
for feare of offending, &curring otf his Archbiſhops head. Bur (o it 
fallech out,thar when men arc afraid ro ſpeak what is truth, for of- 
fending one fide,they often ſpeak to the offece of the other, & that 

fofarre,as we ſee the D. here cutterh off che whole argument of the 

Bilhops againſt the papall authoririe, whiles he denieth, what they 

afirm2,vix. that Biſhops jure divino are <quall among theſclves in 

teſpe& of power and juriſdigion aſwell as order. But though 

he deale honeſtly, that himſelfe ( and not the Biſhops of King 

Henries dayes) reſtreyneth the equalitiz of Biſhops among them - 

Kiyes to the power of order ; yer he caſterh a great ey” 

C 3 an 


.& —_— uponthoſe our forefathers; 1n ligni that the x 
cient Fathers conſcared not with them , bur EE and again 
them in this point. .As for that clauſe he addeth, « Were alſs the 4. 
Foſtler , whoſe ſucceſſors the Biſops «re, | know not-to what purpoſeir 
'TheD.cs. ſerveth; ſave to diſcover his contradiQinge eyther him(Clfe or the 
- traditzch truth: himſclf,if he mean that the equality of Biſhops amongethe. 
himſelfor ſelves, is as large as that equality which was among the Apolileg, 
the ruth. forthe heerreth in reftreynung the equality of Biſhops, unto powe 
of order onely: the truth , if be meane that the Apoltles had no 0- 
- ther equality among themſelves then he giveth to Biſhops;for they 
were equall alſo in authority and j ariſdidtion.afwell as in power of 
. order; as is rightly acknowledged by our Biſhops in their bookes, 
and by the auncienter Biſhops in their writings. Neyther is it trve 
- The D.vun- (as the DoR. would inſinuate ) ther, Byſhops onely are the Apoſtle, ſax. 
, truly inſi-. cefſors. For to ſpeak properly, they have no ſucceſſors; and in a ge. 
nuareth. nerall ſenſe all Paſtors and Teachers, that hold and teach their do- 
. thatBi- grine, are their ſucceſſors. And herein we have againſt him( 4. 
—_ %.” mongſt many others ) the conſent of thoſe reverend Biſhops, who 
Apoſtles * having ſayd chat Chriſt gave-none of his Apoſtles, nor any of their 
" fucceſſors.. ſucceſſors, any ſuch authority as the Pope claymeth over Princes, 
or in civil! matters, doe make application thereof aſwell to Preifix 
as to Biſhops, Burt the D. notwithſtanding, upon this , (that the 
; Biſhops are the Apollles ſucceſſors ) gocth on and telleth us,Tha 
; We noay not inftrre; becauſe the 4 ws were equall among themſelua, that, 
; therfore they..\vere not ſuperior to the 7 2 d>ſciples; or rin B:ſhops ave equal 
among themſelves , therefwre they ave not ſuperior to other Mſmiſters. Wheres 
; unto, I could ſay it is true; if it were apparant, firſt, that Biſhops & 
; other Miniſters doe differ -by any ſpecial difference, as the 72. dil. 
, Ciples did from the Apoſtles: but no (ach thing appeareth, eyther 
-1a the ſcriptures, or in the Biſhops booke from. whence the Dol, 
; reaſaneth :,burt rather, as hath bene ſhewed by the refuter, (andut 
; before mainteyned) the cleane contraty.. Secondly, that the Apo- 

; Niles had any-ſuperiority over theſe diſciples, the which the 

; wil nor{o cafily prove as take for granted; (cing 1.Chrilt living,the 
Apoſtles had no authority over any, 2. their-Apoſtolical authori 
was not as then (whe the-72,were ſont w—_ ted.ynto them. 
and 3. it appeareth not that the Miniſtery of the 72. was to becd- 
 inugd in the Chutchafter Chrikk ; ur oncly: to, remaine for rep 
P 
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and aftcrwards to be dilpoſed of as Chrift pleaſed.” 

ia © true, that as the equality of the Apoſtles amonge - 
themſclyes, and the ſuppoſed ſuperioritie they had overthe 72, 
woke not away their ſubjeRion and inferiority ro-Chriſt : ſo ney- 
ther doth the equallity-of Biſhops among themſelves,nor their ſu- 

jory over other Miniſters take away- their inferiority to the 
yope, by any neceſfiry of conſequence . Wherefore I mult for this The Refur, 
telimony conclude, 1, that the refuter hath rightly alleadged it; "8""y 
and 2, that the D. hath wronged not onely his refuter : but us & _—_— ; 
them, in labouring ( and that with Qlaunder , ) to wreſt their tefti- m——_ 
wony out of our hands . - : 

The next teſtimony is taken fromthe booke called Reform: leg.ee- SeR Ret, 
def cap, 10,11. de drvinu officys;to prove, that thoſe which made the P54: 
booke deemed;that as the ep1ſcopall funttion is wor jure drome: {3 the go. > 248 Þ 
vernawent of the (hurch by the © Munſter and certeyn Seniors or Elder: wn e- 
ry p@1ſh , was the auncient diſcipline; & (0 condiquenity his do&gne 
i m_ ——_ to ther judgement; Inanſwer whereunto, A 
1,he chargeth his Retfuter to playe the part of an egregious ME rwbert 
the alleg tion 10 be forged; but " wk. —— cl ar — 
Iperſwade my (elf the reader will thinke it meet, the DoQor take 
home thoſe ſpeaches tohimſelfe as his owne proper; the rather, ſe- 
ing the Ref: ſetreth not downe the words of the book; bur onely 
bis own colletion out ol them .. 2, he fachereth that upon him; + 
which he neyther ſayd nor meant, With what eye;rrow we, looked 
heyp0 the Refuters words, that he would make his reader believe, . 
that the Refuter affirmeth ( as he afterwards intimateth ) that the COT " 
compilers of the booke, meant. to bring in ley-Elders, or to eſt «bliſh the —_ 
pretended pariſh deſe pline, or to ac knotvledg 1rhat it War the ancient diſciplme 
ofthe Church? Let us now debate the matter ( as it deſerveth ) x 
urge. And firſt, (ir being remembred, that the booke is cited to 
prove, that the doArine in his ſermon is againſt the judgement of 
our inmediate forefathers) we are to ſee what his doQrine is, vir, . - 
Gat as the epiſcopal funion in queſtion 'is jure divins; ſo all eccle- 
fiticall power of jursſdb{ton «in the Biſhops bands onely, that the Pa- 
Ran of partionlar flocks gu they bave theo authority from the Biſhep;ſo all the 
auberity they have irin fore conſcientia, not in foro externo, eyther for direc< - 
un or corretton, that, belongeth Wholly ts the Bilbop, be is to reforme abu- 
ſnjtacroſa Chursb (inſares ag ant offenders; Fr v not is the power of any: * 


Paily 


- 


24 | _ Hnſwere 1he D. preface. 
Paſtor of apartienler congregation, with any alfiſtantes of lay.Flderg, 
erother aſſociares ro execute any cenſure &c, whereof we maye ſee 
more at large in} the 4. point of his ſermon pag. 45--52. And 
howerer in his defence he doth in part deny this to be his do&rine; 
yeris it ſufficiently averred (lib. 2.-Cap. 4. bercatter following) 
tobe his dofrine. Nowtoprove that this his do&rine is againſt 
the judgement of thoſe fathers, is that booke alleadged; the Do&, 
is now to make good his charge if he can : he ſayth he will dee ut by 
tranſeribmg the 10, &- 11. chap. cited, the baye recitall Wherecf , being ( a he 
faith ) a ſufficrewt confuration of hue forged allegations, The words tranſcri. 
bed by him are. Evenmg prayers bemg ended, ( mn cite periſh Churches) 
Whereunto after the ſermon there ſhalbe a contourſe of all m ther owne chur. 
Che, the principall Mmiſter Whom they call parochums the Parſon or Poſter, 
' end the Deacon if they be preſent &-c .and Semor1, are to conſult With the peoply 
hoty the mony provided for godly wes may be beſt beftowed; © to the ſame 
reme let the diſcipline be reſerved. For they Who have comined any publike wice 
kednes to the cImon offence of the (urch are to be called to the knowledge of 
therr ſine, publikely tobe puniſhed, that, the Church by therr Wholeſome 
oorrettion may be kept in erder . e Moreover the Mmifter gomg aſide With 
ſ*me of the Seniors, ſhall take counſell how others Whoſe mavners are ſud tobe 
nalog ht , and Whoſe life is fonnd ont to be Wicked, firf# may be talked Withdl 
in brotherly charity, ascording to (bri(s precept in the Gotpall, by ſober and 
hboneft men, by wheſ admomtions if they fhall reforme themſelves, thanks s 
eduely to be gon to Ged; but if they shall goe on m their wit kranes, they ave 18 
receve ſuch ſharp puriſhment.,,as Wwe ſee 1n the Goffell provided againſt their 
COnturnacy. . 
In the 1 1. Chap. they ſett downe ( in caſe that they judge any 
for contumacy worthy to be excomunicated ) how to proceed in 
the exerciſe and denouncinge of that ſentence. 1. the Biſhop # to be 
gone unto, and hy ſentence to be known: who if be ſhal conſent, and purt to bus 
authority, the ſentence 14 to be denounced before the Whole congregation, that 
therein (0 much 4s may be, Wwe may bringe in the auncient diſciphne. Here 
are their words; now what ſayth M.D. to prove, that (theſe words 
— the refuter is an egregious fallifycr?and that the 
reader may by theſe words thus tranſcribed, diſcerne the allcgati- 
ons to be forged? of this laſt he hath never a word, concerning the 
firſt, he telleth us, that, though they mention Seniors, and auncient diſci- 


plu , yet they meant workings lefſe , then 16 bring in lay-Elders, or "ts 


—_—_ 


the pretended pariſh diſcipline, or 19.4 thyowledge that it wat the ancient 
we of the Church , And what of all _—_ if they did mean 
gone of theſe? yer ſhall chat which the refurer afficmeth of them re- 
mane true {till. What they meant and acknowledge, we ſhall ſce 

and by; when we have ſcene the D. proofs that they meant not 
fo, Herelleth vs,he wil our of the beok.it [elfe make ut manifeit; and I wil 
tellhim he will not; but I will the contrary rather, To make his 
"word good , ( if he could) he (ayth . T he whole goverment and diſci- 
pine of or (ourch , by Archbiſhops, Biſhops, Archdeacons, Ryrall Deane, 
ob, u eſtabliſh:d i that book; and to make good mine, I {aie, itmat- 
tereth not, they had no commiſſion from the K. toremove i, and 
bring in that ancient diſcipline, which (by their wordes they ac- 
knowledge) was not then in uſe, but diverſe from thar eſtabliſhed; 
their comiſſion ſtretched no further then to examine the lawes & 
reforme abuſes, letring the offices to remaine ſtiI}; yea and therein 
toproceed no further, then would ſtand with thoſe offices & the 
kwes of the land. Will the D. ſaye that they in all the booke have 
any one word to ſhewe that they held thar government and dilſci- 
pline of our Church by Archbiſhops, Biſhops, Archdeacss,rurall Deans 
&c. to be jure divino? Nay as divers of them 1n their ſubmiſſion ta 
King H. the 8.profeſſc the contrazy;ſo throughour this book they 
have no one word tending to prove the Biihops authority over 0- 
ther Miniſters to be any more jure divino, then Ar9chbiſhops, Arch- 
dracont, Rurall Deanes, cc: but as they are birds of a feather,ſo they 
ſand and fall rogither by one and the ſame ecclefialtical lawe, or 
humane ordinance . 

Butlet vs heare what the DoRor can make the book ſpeake 
concerning the Bithops authoricie, he ſenderh vs to the 1 2. chap. 
where he ſaith ir is decreed, that the Birhop is at. fitr ſeaſons to give bo- 
ly orders, &C. ts remove nnfit men c.t0 corrett by eccleſjait ical cenſires, vie 
ti + corrupt manners; to preſcribe orders for amerement of 11;to excomu- 
wicate theſe When Wilfully + obiF mately r:fiit to recerve mio grace theſe that 
he penitent &c. and finally to take care of all things, which ex Nci 
preſcripto by the ordmanee of God belong to them, and Which our eccleſixit- 

'6all lawes have comitted to their knoWvledge and judgements . Very wel;and 
what doth the D. inferre of all this? juſt nothing: 1 will help him 
by and by, Bar firſt, who ſceth not that thoſe fathers vnderſtoode 
troparts of that epiſcopallfunRion , one drvine , the care of thoſe 

| 'D things, 


things , which are preſcribed them by God, and comon to all $i 
ſhops or Miniſters of the word ; one principal) memter whereof. 
ro witr, the diligent and (yncerr preechmy of the word,they mention as the 
firſt duty in the firſt words of that Chapter , which the D, left ou; 
aps becauſe divers of our Biſhops have left ir of, as no part of 

the leaſt part of their duery; the other hawene, viz, the exerciſe of 
that eccleſiaſtical) juriſdi&ion , which was commitred to them hy 
the K. in his eccleſiaſticall lawes. Now 2. to help the D. alittle,be 
Thould have inferred vpon the wordes ſert downe by him: That 
therefore the authority of doing all thoſe things mentioned , was 
(in the judgement of thoſe Fathers)in the hands of the Biſhops x. 
lone; the which if he durſt nor doe , he ſhould have brought forth 
ſome other chapter. to ſhewe 1t:elſe certeynely he can faye nothing 
to the purpoſe. And that it may appeare he cannor doe it; | ill 
nowe make it manifeſBour of the booke, that they were of a con- 
trary judgement, and laboured fo farre as their comiſſion would 
fuffer them , to bring in that auncient diſcipline before ſpoken of, 
concerning the ruling and guiding of rhe particular flocks by the 
M niſter and Seniors of the ſame; and ſo farce brought it in, by the 
order preſcribed in that booke, that ir cutreth the windpipe of 
the D. ſermon concerning his ſole ruling Biſhops ſo in ſunder, as 
it will never breath from their decrees ; nor ever have aftinity with 
the auncient diſcipline they ſpeake of, We have already ſcene(con- 
cerning diſcipline and excomunication) what they decree, cap.1o, 
11; that being remembred, add weto ir, that in the 6. cap. deew 
communicat: thus they further order. 1. that if poſſibly ut may be (# 
being a thinge much to be deſired )tbe conſent of the Whole (burch or Cong» 
£4twon ſhould be had, before excommunicatuon be decreed or denounced aganf 
any. 2. that no one man ( Archbiſhop, Biſhop or other) ſhall have the 
power of excommunication in bus bandes. And therefore 3, that. neythe 
ears. ek < a. , or arry eccleſiaſtical 7udge, ſholl ſo much as decreeer- 
Commrocation the conſent of one Iuftice of peace ,of the Miniſter of te 
{ongregation , Where the delinquent. divelleth, or ( m bus abſence), of bu d- 
pury pay we 4 , «nd of 2. or 3, other Miniſters both learned and 
good bfe; wn preſence the tyhole matter &> buſynes ſhalbe beard, 
pondered & decreed. 

In like ſort, for the receiving agayne of the excommunicate per- 
for inco the Church, ypon tus repentance, un the 14. ny 


Ju axoients of tha pariſh. Which is nothing op the purpoſe, ſcing - 
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order ; 1 « that. it ſhall not be , before his repentence 
oder rea th P waarh ike 4 mig es and 


idl fudge, ve licence and authoruy, for the recerumg of bum unto the con- 

[og Oe afro ſhal not recerve hem mto the Church;but m the pre- 

fence of the congregareon : and 3. not before be hath twitneſſed bus repentance to 

tu Corgrog enrns'} confe/ſmg aud bewaylmg hes fire befere them > craumg 
hb 


,poden of God and thens , tagnher with ther frvour for hs recrumy wm, 


The which when the par ty bath done, the e Mumiter 4'y. ſhall ack the con- 
ation whether they will forgeve hum bis fault, and commend bu canſe by 
per wato God that be would [hewe mercy to bizn,and cofirm that in heaven 
winch they doe on earth . «A 1d the people anſwermge thereto, we will, be ſhall 
eine ack, thems , whither they will recerve bin mis ther company «nd coun 
a « brother whereomto when they beve anſwered,we will; then ſhal the 
Miniſter abſolye him, «1nd receive him into the Church, ſaying after 
this manner. 7 doe here before this (hurch, the guidmy whereof, 13 come 
red unto me, abſolve thee from the puniſhment of thine offences, and from the 
ond: of excommneation , by the authoriie of God, the power of leſus Chriſt 
andthe Holy Gho#t, wth the conſent of the menobers of this Church preſent, 
wid alſo of the ordinwy; ( Ordirarwo ſuffragante ) «And I doe reſtore thee a« 
ts thy former place and fi! right i the (hurch, Behold here the or- 

der preſcribed by the for adminiſtration of this parr of diſcipline; 
and therein obſerve that the Biſhop or ecclefiaſticall Judge had bue 
zropce in it,he was neythber the doer nor the ſole-doer;bur rhe Mi- 
vilter and the Seniors or cheefe men of the Partſhe,and the congre= 
gation had their yoyces alſo;and that as they could nor doe it with 
ourthe Biſhop;ſo neyther the Biſhop wichour them. And thus farre 
they ſought tObringe in the auncient diſcipline; and doe ſhewe 
thar jadgement to be direRly againſt his do&rine for the Biſhops 
government , a5 3ppeareth allo by the former teſtimony cited 
out of the Biſhops booke. Canſider we now what the D. ſayth to 
the Seniors they ſpeake of; he relleth us, tbet, #64 apparent, that by 
Sexzar; they rugane no a 0/1 officers , becauſe tehere they reckon vp all 
eeclſieſticall officers from the (lerky to the Church wardens, Deacons, Als 
wfers cc. they dee nor once mentrou Seniors or their office. And therevpon 
coacluderh thar by them they vnderſtand , ſore of the princopall bouſ- 
tilde; in ſore place called veſtry-reen, in ſome Maſters of the pariſhe; ro 


Spudicky,or fone of the Gheiffie pariſh. 2. when the Biſhops oy cecleſiiſt=. Syndics, 


Je. r. ref: 
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ref: never (aye, that by the Seniors, with whom they requirethy 
Miniſter to conſult, they mean any of the eccleſiaſtical ofticers ths 
citabliſhed , wherof onely they make mention in the Chapters no. 
xed in the DoRors margin:yert when in the places alleadged by the 
Refurer, they(all thoſe officers notwithſtanding)preſcribe the Mi. 
niſters to take to them Seniors , and without their counſel to doe 
nothing in the Church buſynes,& to proceed with wicked perſons 
according to Math. 18, and adjudging them worthy to be excom. 
municate, and having gotten to @pprove it , they muſt denounce 
it publiquely in the congregation: that, there ſo much as me) be, they 
eight bring im the auncient, diſcipline: will not any man that bath witt 
and honeſty conclude , that tl:ey acknowledged thar cf olde time 
there were Seniors ( let the D. call them what he will, they call 
them Seniors ) who were joyned with the Paſtors of particular c6- 
gregations in Church goveri.ment;and that they (lo farre as their 
comiſhon and the lawcs then cſ{tabl;iſhed would permit them) out 
of the love they bare to that diſcipline ſought to bring it iv. The 
D. therefore wanteth wirt or honeſty in ſo charging his refut: the 
former we knowe he bath,the later, the reader may {ce he wanteth; 
el{c would he never at his firſt meeting with this teſtimony, charge 
his refuter to be an egregiows faiſifyer , to bave produced frrged allegations: 
and when he 1s to take his leave of it, will the reader to judge Wih 
What. conſcience that, booke Was alleadged , as if the Refurer againſt cd 
ſcience had alleadged it. But I will joyne with him inthar requeſt, 
praying the reader in Gods feare ſo to doezas alſo how wel he hath 
proved his Refuter in the allegation thereof,to be (as he chargeth 
him) @n egregious falſifyer , and to have produced firged alieg aticns; and io 
proceede to the reſt of thoſe notorious untruthes as he calleth 
them, 

Chap. 4. Wherein the Refuter i diſcharged of the othi 


notorious wntruthes, charged uzon him by the Dadis, 


The ſecond notorious untruth layd to the Refuters charge by 
the Do&or,is becauſe he ſayd,that his di(rine 5s contrary to the prefi- 
ſed judgement of our Worthy YWoryters (Whitakers, Fulk ec. ) Who m ther a- 


ſmeres to the Papiſti ( Who plead for their hierarchy with the ſame reaſons thi 


the D. doth for his ) doe det» mine th at, the government our Biſhops exerii 
over other EMimifters,ts jure bumano, by the poſitive law of wan onely; te 
Which (if the D. ay im) is falſe , and ſo the papiits left ——_ Fre 

cance 
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hence ariſeth this fecond notorious vntruth; but how doth M. D. 
make it appearefo? 1, Can he deny, the do&rine in his ſermon ts 
; be deane contrary to their judgement that holde the government 
our Biſhops exerciſe over other Miniſters to be given them jure hu- 
, mano , by the poſitive lawe of man onely? No he dareth not con- 
; tradi& his Refuter in this point. Whar then? 2. Doth he deny 
| that the Papiſts doe pleade for their hierarchy with the ſame rea- 
ſons, that he doth for ours?no,he onely indeavoureth to perſwade, 
that his arguments are good , though theirs be naught. 3. Bur 
doe not our worthy wryters (thoſe the refuter named with others) 
in their anſwers ro the Papiſts that alleadge the ſame reaſons, de- 
termine (as the refurer ſaith, that the govermet which our Biſhops 
exerciſe over other Minilters, 1s jure humano , not by divine right 
but ) by the poſitive lawe of man onely? This 1s ſo eviden: a truth, 

that the D. neyther doth nor can refell it, Where then is that no- 

torious vntruth, wherewith he chargerh his Refuter by reaſon of 
thoſe wordes?1s not he rather a notorious {launderer in delivering 

ſach an accuſation as he cannot juſtify?ludge Chriſtian reader whe 

thou haſt heard his anſwer. Forft,ſayth he,the popsſh opumion ts farre dif- 
fret, from that, which f hold; for they holde the order and ſuperiority of Bi 
ſhops to be jure drvino amplying thereby « per petuall neceſſity therof; tn ſo much 
that where Biſhops are not to ordeyne they think there can be no Mmſttrs nox 
Preiſts c-eoſequenth no (burch:f bolde otherwiſe as the Ref: bumſelf acknow- 
knowledgeth, p. go in fine. {{ therefore che Paprſts doe binge the hike argumits 
to prove cbexr opinion Which us (o alike 10 wine; nothmg bmdretb but my ar 
grmnents may be good though theirs be naxg ht. For theſe argumets which de- 
menſtratrvely prove the epiſcopall funtlton to be of Apottolical inftuution doe 
not [tr axtewayes prove it to be drvins Juris. Wherefore my opinion being fo farr 
different, from the popiſh concen ; Who ſeeth not that the judgement s ar- 
ves thbich is oppoſed to the dofirine of the Papifts,11 not oppoſue to mine? for 
though they bold not the epiſcopal funttion to be mjoyned jure drumo,as berng 
perpetually neceſſary; yes What, man of ſound learmng doth or dave deny thas, 
the firſt Biſhops were ordeyned by the «Apoſtler?Thus we ſee how the D. 
hathledd us along . But notwithſtanding the confidence of his 
ſpeach,obſerve wee the extreame povertic of his cauſe; is he not 
neere driven , (think ye ) when to prove his great difference be- 
twene his opinion and the Papiſts, heis fayne to flye to the re- 
futers acknowledgment of it in that 9o-page,where with the ſam 
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breath , he challengeth him to be contrary to himſelfe, feeminge 
at lealt ro wnſay that in one place,which he had ſayd in another? 
Doth he not remember that he hath often charged his refurer tg 
atfhicme throughout his anſwere that he holdeth the epiſcopal fun. 
Rion to be wre <vmo , and toimply a all neceſſity thereof? 
bow then doth the refuters acknowledgement prove that the po. 
pith opinion is farre different from his? Doth it not rather prove 
that in this very point wherein he layeth the mayne difference, he 
he is fully knit vnto them ? although forgetting himſelfe (as ma, 
hy Papilts alſo do in their diſcourſes)he contradifterh ar one time, 
what he maynteyneth at an other. But to ler the world ſee, how he 


Papiſts im- 
pudently 
aticme, 


ſeing all the reaſon he here bringeth to mainteyne his accuſation is 
from the difference of opinion berwixt the Papilts and him, con- 
cerning the qutbority of Biſhops: it being mage evident that there 
is no ſuch difterepce as he pretendeth, it will accefigrily ſobeun 
; that 
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that this ſecond vntruch how notorious ſoever,here charged upon 
his refurcr, muſt be diſcharged upon himfelfe, Foritis a truth (ſo The 2. va- 
evident , as the D. cannot denyir ), that the judgement of our di- T9, oy 
rinesis wholly oppoſite to his, in that they hold the calling of L. 7, 4... 
Biſhops to be,neyther divigi nor apoſtolicijuris, neither as thePa- perth upon 
its, nor as the D, holdeth them, if he did ( as he ſayth ) ſo farre the Ret. 
differ from them. And putt caſe, the difterence berwixt the Pa- 1eturneth 
iſts and him were ſuch as he ſaith; yet what is that to the point in *9 imſctt. 
queſtion? (I meane to prove the refuters aſlerti to be a nororious 
mtruch?) nothing ar all. The D. in deed bis opmnion being {6 different, 
(as he fayth _ from the popiſh concert , asketh who «t «5 that ſecth vor that 
the judgement. of our drums oppoſed to the dottrme of the P apift s 1s not oppo- 
fie 10 us: and I may ask him , what meant he to ask that queſtion? 
Maye not the D, ( yea doth he nor ) agree with the Papiſts inatfir- 
minge the epiſcopal function to be divint juris; thereby intending 
that itis a divine and not an humane ordinance; though he thould 
differ from them 1n the point of the perpetual and immutable ne- 
ceſliry of the funtion? And may not our worthy writers of 
whome the Refurer ſpeaketh , ( yea can the Doctor ſhewe that 
they doe not) contradi& the papiſts aſwell in the former point, as 
in the later ? WIll he ſay , ( and can he prove) that they determine 
ſuch Biſhops onely as have ſuch a calling as the papiſts mainteyne 
to be jure humano, by the poſitive lawe of man onely?doe they not 
nerally conclude and determine the matter, of all Biſhops what- 
he, that are ſuperior to other Miniſters? or can they holde 
(which the Ref. faith they doe, and the D. doth not denie) that 
the government our Biſhops exerciſe over other Miniſters is jure 
humano onely, and yet hold it an apoſtolicall ordinancealſo ? or 
can they hold, that ſo farre forth as there is a perpetuall neceſſity 
thereof , it is onely jure humano: and that ſo farre forth as it is not 
perpetuall , but ſo as the Church may be a church withour it; it is 
an apoſtolicall and a divine ordinance ? Or doe our writers there- 
fore determine againſt the papiſts , that the government aforeſaid 
1s onely jure humeno, becauſe they defend it to be perpetually nece(- 
ary?Or doe they determine onely againſt thoſe reaſons of the pa- 
plts by which they prove this government to be perpetually ne. 
eſſary ? Will the D. affirme this ? Is not the contrary to a!l this 
no evident to them thar read their writings? Doe they tot plai 8 
y 


32 Anſwer to the D. preface, 
ly and direQly without any relation to this or that conceire; con. 
clude _ all thoſe reaſons which papilts bring, that the gover. 
meat of Biſhops over other Miniſters, is nor an ordinance diving 
or apoſtolicall, but humane onely, dire&ly contrary to the D. con. 
cluſion, lert his reaſons be what they be may? And it were worth 
the knowinge what reaſons thoſe are that demonſtratively prove 
(as heaith) rheepiſcopall fun&ion to be of apoſtolicall inſtitution, 
& yet prove it notto be divini juris, and of perpetuall neceſlitie:as 
alſo what worthy writers of our fide main the papilts there are, 
char mainteyninge the epiſcopall funGion to be of apoſtolicall in- 
ſtirution, doe yer deny ir to be divini juris and perpetually neceſſa- 
ry? not that great Bell of whome we heard evennowe, Iam ſure of, 
For as for the D. filly diſtintio betwene apoRokcal mſtruris & drow 
right, whereby he putteth this difference betwixt his opinion & the 
papilts, as he telleth not from whence it commeth; ſo I ſee nor 
whither it goerh;except to give Romikh licenceto alter and change 
divine ordinances, at humane pleaſures. But hereof more heref- 
rer in a fitter place, here enough is ſaid for the Ref. defence againſt 

The be. the D.ſecond flander;wherin he hath bewraied want both of judg- 


wraieth mentand honelty: the one in devyſing ſuch filly ſhifts, and think- 
wantof ingtoeſcape fro the whole hoſt of our worthy writers by putting 


judgment on ſo poore a viſard, or peece of a garment that would ſcarce cover 
& honeſty. any part of him: the other in labouring againſt the truth and his 
ownconſcience, to perſwade that none of our worthy Champions 
againſt the _ are in their judgment oppoſite to him in this 
queſtion. And this his fault is the greater, becauſe he lateth downe 


TheD. their judgement imperfe&tly ; and cloſely ſtealeth all reputation 


wrongeth of ſound learninge, both from them, and all other thar accorde in 


- neg judgment with them, 


The former appeareth in that he reſtrei- 
neth their deniall of the epiſcopall tun&.on to be divini juris,vnto 
his owne (enſe,as if thereby they ment nothing elſe; then that their 
funRiois nat perpetually neceſlarie; whereas it is plaine,they make 
it an humaneand not a divine ordinance. The later diſcovereth it 
ſelf, in that he aſketh what men of ſound learning; doth or can deny, but 
that the firſt Biſhops Were ordeyned by the Apoſtles? For he cannot be ig- 
norant, that (as our immediate forefathers before ſpoken of, (o al- 
{o)the greateſt nomber of orthodoxall divines at this day do flatly 
deny,rhat che (uperioritie of Biſhops voygr other Miniſters was or- 
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deyned by the Apoſile. 


The ſecond notorious vntruth being removed, weare now to Set. z, 
meete with the third, which the D. calterh upon his Ref. becauie Ref. pag. s, 
he ſayd that his dofirine Was contraruont to the layes of our Lid, which D.pag.5.9- 


mak« it one part of 4be Kings jurediftion, to grant ro our Hiſhops that 
ectleſ#.eticall power, they now exercaſe over ua, and to tak? ut from them at lns 
plexſure : the Which bus _ taketh ro humſelfe, and grouth to all Kwngr, 
' wirre he proftſſeth tht Go4 bath left ut to the liberty and free Will of Princ@a, 
to alter the Courch-government at their pleaſure. Thele are the retuters 
wordes in deed, and he ſheweth from whence he collected rheny, 
to witt, from $* Edw. Cook, De jure regis ecclefialtico: & rhe Kings 
Myjclties owae ſpeach, in his Preface before his premonition. But 
how proveth the D. tha: the Retuter hath in thele words vitered 4 
notorious yntruth?tor that is the charge;af many words will prove 
it, be hath proved it in deed, for hz hath ſpent a page and haite a- 
bout it,wherein 1s as much profoungnes, as truth; let vs give him 
the hearing at large, B-tore he cometh to thereſtimonies quored 
by th: refucer, he giveth us txo diltinCtions; one concerning the 
ez: copal power , thz other concerning th2 exerciſe thereof; firtt there- 
fore of the ficlt, Touching their power, he telleth us, that it is cither 
jpuunuull reſpetiing the [041,44 to bunde and looſe the ſauls of neenc: or corpor all 
reſpetting the outw ord 11411, 44 to bind: and looſe the bodiea;the former of which 
's derrved to them [rum the Apotes;the Liter commuted to them by the King; 
to Whoſe crow 12 all commanding and compulſive power u annexed. It is well 
he graunteth che civil power of Biſhops to be jure humano, his Ma- 
jeſtie ts much beholden co him. Bur will he ever be able ro prove 
(row we) that che ſpirituall power of opening & ſhactng, bmding and 
wſg,y hich he faich was derived to the Bilhops trom the Apoitics, 
5 oy divine ordinance proper to them , and not comon to all Mt- 
nulters of the golpell with them, bur thac they by the word of God 


arc excluded trom it? thus he meancth in and by thoſe wordes,or The DoR. 
ele he ſpeakerh idlye; & in ſo meaning, who ſeeth not thar he beg- Þ<ggeth 


geth the mayne queſtion, and labourcth tor thar, which by all the * 
oO 


lweat of his browes, he will never compaſſe? 

Touching the exerciſe of their power, ( to let paſſe his rermes of 
babitudll or potentsall right as fitter to choake then to nourith) his d1- 
ſtin&ion, thar, though «heir power be. derrued to them from the Apoſties 44 


4 Aiving Ordinance: yet Where 4 ( vrifts.an Priace 1 aſjs(t ing «1d dn echnge 
E thens 


he quelt;- 
l, 


34 hs An Anſwere to the D. Prefare. 
thews by bu lawes, they may not actually exerciſe ther » but according y 
bi Laves eccl:ſixſtcall; feemgth to me ſomewhat farth J - _ 
The DoR&. ſhould give to Archbiſhops, Biſhops &c. ſuch a peerelefle power, fo 
—_ abſolute and large over millions ot ſoules, { as he ſpeaketh ) with. 

athly & out certaine rules and direRions for the exerciſing and managinge 


= 4:on thereof; bur hath left it as adead trunke or body, to depend up- 


to himſelf, 01 the eccleſiaſtical lawes of Chriftia Princes, which as a ſoule,muſt | 


give life and breath and motion thereunto . Verely that power is 
not a peereleſlc,burt a powerlefſe power in deed. 2. That that power 
which hathrule and direction enough fromGod for the exerciſe of 
K,where no Chriſtian ayding and dircRing Princes, are,ſhould be. 
come powerleſſc and livelefſe, by the aidance and adviſe of Chrifti- 
an Princes. 3. That the DoRor dare be fo bold as ( beſides theſe 
two)to imply {for fo he doth) that Arch Biſhops and Biſhops with 
their adherence maie acually exerciſe their power, ſuppoſed to be 
derived to them from the Apoſtles, contrary to the ecclchaſticalt 
lawes, in caſe they be not ſuch as doc aſhite and direQ them, Bur 
paſſc we on, all this winde ſhaketh no corne, nor maketh ought to 
prove the vntruth in queſtion: leave we therefore his diſtinRions,& 
come we to his anſwere to the ret: firſt proof of his affertion, He 
athrmeth that the authoriry, which the reverend {nudge Feaketh ef mthe 
place quoted , 1s the authority of the nigh Commiſſion, rhech the Biſhops exer- 
Ciſe not as they are Biſhops ( for thet, athers who are no Biſhops have the 
TheD. fame) but ai they arethe Kings commiſſioners eccleſta#ticall; then which, 
ſpcaketh what can be more untruly or deceytfully ſpoken? Will he ſay that 
_ Or that reverend Tudge ſpeaketh of the authority of the high Comik. 
tg ttul- (on onely > knoweth he not that that whole booke tendeth te 
oy prove, that both the funRion of Archbiſhops and L-Biſhops & the 
guri{di&ion they exerciſed in England, long before the high Com- 
miſſion was dreamt of, was by & fr6 the Kings of England? Doth 
he not (pa. 13.) affirme(from the Statute of the Parliament held at 
Carlicl 25.Edw.1.) that the holy Church of England was founded | 
in the ſtare of Prelacie by the King and his progenitors? And that 
jn the time of Edvwe. the third, it was often reſolved (17.cap.23-) 
that the K, might exempr any perſon from the juriſdi&ion of the 
Ordinarie, and graunt him epiſcopal juriſdi&ion? & (fot. 9: gdit. 
1606) that(in 1.-Hen.4. )theArchbiſhops & Biſhops of this Realoe 
aze called rhe K, fpirituall Indges? And to conglude, m_ he _ 
- terwal 


zfeerwards conclude thar though the proceedings and progretſc 
of the ecclefiaſtical Courts run 1n the Bilhops name; yer toth their 
courts & lawes whereby they proceed,are the Kinges? Verily,it by 
our lawes, their fanRion and juriſdigon were holden to be of di- 
ane ordinance, he neyther could nor would have ſaid ſo.But heare 
ye the Do&tor ſpeake againe, he tellerh vs, thet rhe authority Which the 
Biſhops exerciſe m the ingb (/omnſſion, 4s nat exerciſed by thems as they ave Bi- 
#1ps; but as they are bugh comeſſioners, and his reaſon tor it, is, for that 9+ 


ther1 that are no Biſhops heve the ſame, Wherein he dealcth as decittul- phe 1». 
ly as before . For 1. he will not (I ſuppoſe) avouch that the eccle- qdealcrk 
fafical juniſdi&ion which the Biſhops there cxercile of ſuſpending decervotu- 


excomanicating depriving, &c. is exerciſed as Commiſſioners and 
not as Biſhops and Archbiſhops? or that others their Aſſiſtants in 
that Comilfon, that are neyther Archbiſhops, Biſhops , nor Mini- 
ters of the word , can without them exerciſe thoſe Cenſures? In 
decd , 1n that the high Comiſſioners convent men trom all parts & 
out of all Dioceſes in rhe Land, and proceed againſt them by im- 
ſonments impoſitions of tines &c. 1: is done by power of the 
gh comiltion: but for all ecclefialticall Cenſures, what doe they, 
which every Archbiſhop within his Province, and Biſhop within 
his Divceſe may not doe, (yca ſometimes and roo often doth not) 
without thar Commiſſion? Thus we ſee how he hath infringed the 
Refaters firſt proofe, taken from S* Edw.Cooks teſtimony or re- 
port, The refuter might have ſent him for further proofe of that 
point to that Booke called an Aſcrton for {hurch polocee;wherein are 
proofs plentifull and pregnant , whereof the D. in likelihood can- 
not b2 ignorant. And I might here commend vnto him other te- 
ſtimonies alſo; but I haſt on to other more needfull marrers., 
Let us therefore heare him what he can (ay to his retutcrs ſecond 


proofe, ro witr, the K. Majeſtizs judgement, whoſe words are be- 
tore ſet downe. 1. ſaith he , 7t ſeemerh that Whiles the Refut: talkgth of 


oberty to alter at their pleaſure , be thinketh it left ro hes liberty, 10 alter the K, 


ly. 


TheD. 


ſlandereth 


his Ret, 


Word: at his pleaſure. Might not a man this once tell him, that he ,;.;, 
careth not what he ſaith , ſo it may ( as others before him) De 7m brearh. & 
Prratoryo nome invidians conflaye? the retuter is ſo farr off from chan- yer againſt 
ging the K. words, that he did not ſo much as once ofter to ſet the tis will 
downe, but onely (hewerh what he conceiverth to be the K, judge- 
m:at, by his words in the place in queſtion; the Door therfore 
E 2 here 


Cleareth 


i9 with 


another, 


. 16: {44d J. Py 4f ce. 
here fallethup to the cares into the pitt he digged for his refuter; 
and his fault 15 the greater , for that he clearcth his refuter of the 
crime obje&ed,& confirmerh him in his ſo judging, by the Kings 
words, which himſcltc laycth downe with the next breath ſaying, 
T he Kmg un deed doth ſay that, it is gramed to every (Wniftuan King Princg 
and comon wealth to preſcribe to therr fubietts , that outward forme of ecileſ,. 
aſt icall regiment, which may ſeems beſt to agree With the forme of ther crull 
government ;f6 as they ſwerve not at all from the groundes of faub and rt 14. 
bgion . Let the readcr judge whether the Refuter did not rightly 
colle& , what he collected from the Kings words yea or no? and ] 

with him alſo ro obſerve how the Do. {lippeth from theſe wordes 
of the King,without ſo much as an otter to ſhewe whercin they are 
contrary to the Refuters colleRion; or fall ſhort of proving his aſ- 

ſertion, both which he ſhould have done, if he would have made 

good his charge upon the ret: But we may ſee, he durſt not abide 

the light of che Sun, which here ſhineth ſo bright, as if he had nor 

rurncd his back vpon it, it would have marred his fight quite. We 

malt therefore here leaye the DoR, or follow him ftying from the 

point in queſtion : for nut daring to {peake one word to it, he ap» 

pealcth co the Kings wordes el{where, ſert downe (Prgmonition p, 

44) trom whence ( if we will bcleeve him) he will make it appeare, 

that the K, diffcreth not in judgement fro the dotine of his ſer- 

mon. T be Kings words are theſe, T hat. B ought to be m the Church, 

I ever mamieyned as an apoſtolik mſtit ation, and (6 the ordmance of God ove: 

If the D. would by theſe the Kings words have proved the point 

in queſtion;he ſhould have ſhewed that the fun&on of the Biſhops 

of the Church of England nowe exerciſed by them , is(for the ſub- 

ftance of it ) mainteyned by theſe words of the King, to be an A- 

| poſtolik in{tirution and ſo the ordinance of God: the which if he 
| could have done , he mought have made a contradiction betwene 
| the Kings preface & his Premonition; but never a whitt the more 
have proved that the King agreeth in judgement with the dodrine 

| ofhis ſermon, which tendeth to prove another manner of epiſco- 
pal funGion to be of divine inſtitutio then the King in theſe words 
| ſpeaketh of ; as the DoR, (ir ſeemeth ) fawe well enough, when he 
| forbore to ſet downe his Majeſties very next words, where he ſhew- 
eth in whatreſpe& he ever held that epiſcopal fun&ion (which he 
ſpeaketh of ) ro be an Apoltolike inſtitution : to witt, that. be ever 
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manteyned the fate of Biſhaps,and the eceleſraftrcall burrarchie for order ſakg. 
Agant, that le gs Byſhops and Church bicrarchy, and reverenceth 
the mftuturum of renkes and degrees among Biſhops , Pattarchs, ( which be 
krowerh Were wn the ryme of the primitroe (burch ) for order ſake . Againe, 
that, if it Were now 4 queſt 104 as once it Was, Which of the Pairtorchs ſhould 
bave the firſt place, be conld With all bis bart yeeld u to the Biſhop of Rome, 
that, he ſhould be prin 4s epiſcopis ter omnes epiſcopos, & princeps epiſcops- 
rum , (6 t be no otherwiſe , but as Peter Was princeps Apoitolorum. And a- 
paine aftirmeth,that, the allowance he groeth to the buerarcby of the church 
iu for del} intron of orders, for ſo he vnderitandeth it ec. What thall we lay 
to the Door? did he not read theſe ſpeaches of the King? or did 
he skip.them, becauſe they ſpell not well for his purpoſe? Ir appea- 


\ rethplainely by ahem , that the ocher his Majeſties words cited by 


the Door, are without colour drawne by him, to juſtify that 
juriſdition of Biſhops, for which he pleadeth . Who ſc- 
eth not that theſe his highnes wordes do evidently ſhewe , that he 
giveth no other juriſdiftion to Biſhops over Preſbytcrs(by apoſto- 
licall inſtitution ) then vato Archbiſhops over Biſhops, and to Pa- 
triarches over Archbiſhops? And the ſame is not any ſole power of 
rale, bur, for order ſake, ſuch a principallity as three of the Apo« 
files had over the reſt, and Peter had above the eleven: as is further 
to be obſerved out of page 48. where we may eaſily diſcerne, that 
it cannot be the Kings meaning to give ynto Peter ſuch jurifdigio 
over the Apoſtles, as our Biſhops have over Presbyters: nor yet to 
cippe the wings of his own ſupremacie, which he mult needs doe, 
if that ſuperiority of order which he giveth to Patriaches above 
Archbiſhops , (hall drawe with it, that power of rule, which our 
Archbiſhops and Biſhops have and exerciſe in their Courts. 

Thus much may luffice to free the Refuter, from the third vn» 
truth, falſely fathered on him by the Do&R. The reſt of his ſpeaches 
may well be paſſed over as impertinent; for however he ſayth , he 
herein cometh to the point: yet as he therin roucheth not the point 
in queſtion ; ſo he diſcoyereth his owne vnſaying what he ſayd be- 


fore in his ſermon, touching the tuity of the epiſcopal funRi. rg 
In 


on, And were it fire to followe him in his wandring fro the point ,. 


in hand , it were no hard matter to ſhewe that himſclfe ard others ,,,.. " 
of his ſide have their hands cheife in the treſpaſſe, which he cloſely aig in his 
cuargeth kis Refur; and the men of his de with , For none par) ſermon, 
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Land have ſet their & penns ſo carneitly to abridge Ki 
and Princes of that libertic his Majeſty ſpeaketh of ; then the 
vourers of the epiſcopal} government now in queſtion. To kr paſſe 
Archbithop Whitgifte ( in his Defence againſt T. C. page 171.and 
181. and wiſhing the Reader onely to compare it with T. C. ſecod 
Reply part 1. page 227. and 614. ) with diverſe moe: obſerve we 
what one M. D. Dove ſaith in his defence of Church-government. 
T he Church _ ordered (ſaith ey 
and example writ. Brſhops ( lai « 34.) ought to be Lordes 
and ccc leſrafticall ways ow bt age 4 34-)"% ab mnts9 frat fc 
from Adam to Moſes,it vas fo; fro Moſes to Chriſt and the Apoſtles va (6; 
Wath the i Was (5: fro the u bath fs contmued vnril this time excepting onely 
the timves of perſecntio,c$c.( which he thus ſalveth alitle afrer where he 
ſaith, ) Onr queſtion is not What was then of faft; but what ought to bave 
bene of right. But as for this DoQor,it may be the Door will ay 
litle more, then that he mought have bene wiſer. What defence, 
trowe we, will he make for that his reverend father , that gave him 
ſo good ſariſfaion concerning the epiſcopall fun&ion, who diſco- 
vereth his judgement by the title of his booke T he perpetuall gover- 
ment of (miſts Church? And if we adviſedly weigh what he affirmeth 
in the treatiſe it (cle (page 3. lin. 9.--1 2-and compare togither,p. 
106, lin. 32, &c. page 2, & 3. lin. 12. with page 245. lin. 4. & 9. 
& 247.lin. 32--35.)we may caſily diſcern, that he placeth a maine 
neEcelfity mm the reteyning of the epiſcopall fun&ion. Yea and (o 
doth the D.alſo,(as his words already ſett downe doe ſbewe).Nei- 
ther can he with all his ſhifting,avoid the force of the objeRion, 
which from thoſe wordes his Refuter inforceth , as ſhalbe ſhewed 
more at large in a place more fit for the purpoſe . For the preſent 
I onely wiſh the reader to obſerve, that how ever he ſcemeth to al- 
fent vnto the Kings ſpeach, which his refuter mentioneth & him- 
ſelfe ſetteth downe; yet (for feare of offending his good Lords the 


ward forme of ecclefiaſticall regiment to be lefte to the libertic of 
Princes and Comon wealthes as the King affirmeth. viz, thatthey 
may preſcribe to their ſubje&s, what ſeemeth vnro them firteſt to 
£0 agree with the civil government. And yet in a matter of farre 
lefſe moment (ro-witt, the maintenance of our Clergie by tithes 
and other temporalitics ) ke fearcth noc to taxe the King, _ the 

wes 


Page 3-Jaccmding to the precepte ; 
th he, 


Biſhops and Archbiſhops. ) he dareth not openly profeſſe the out- . 


- 


18 the D.Fr4face. 3 
Lawes of our land { underhand and by conſequence) of ſacriledge 
in alienating & deteyning from the Clergie, the tithes or any _— 
elſe once dedicated to holy vſcs.Sce his ſermon of the dignitie an 
dutie of the Miatſters, page $2. But whither am I run io this di 
ſlion? 
oF I come now to the fourth notorious vntruth, wherewith the w_ _ 
Refuter is charged by the DoR. becauſe he faith, that the doctrine 5, a4 ; 
of his ſermon , 18 contrery to the dettrine of the Church of England profeſ- 1, 
ſed even by the Biſhops themſebves till of late deyes, when as men \veary to hold 
any longer in capute of the K. they began to change their tenure wo ſoccage,and 
diſired to be free even from Knightes ſervice. For proofe of ſome part 
whereof he referreth the reader in his margin, to Biſhop Iewels de- 
fence of the Apologie,and Archbiſhop Whitgift againſt Mr Cartw. 
See we now how the D. proveth a notorious vntruthin Thema. Firſt The D. #6 
he addeth theſe words of his owne to them. T berefore v3terly falſe, & __ ls 
and ſomaketh an Enthimeme of them: as if the Ref: (hould holde } br nr 
all for true, that the Church of Engl: holdeth concerning the go» the refig; 
verninent of the Church, and the contrary therevnto, for falſe. wordes, 
Whereas the Refuter neyther ſo ſaith nor meaneth, Might the D. beſides his 
be this once asked, what he meant by adding that his laſt ſentence, Mcamunge, 
and making an enthymeme of this laſt ſpeach of the Refuter &nox 
of any the reſt? Was heat a nonplus , that he muſt needs make 
himſclfwork quitebeſides the point in queſtion,yea befides the re- 
futers words and meaninge? Wherefore to let paſſe the work he 
hath upon that his Enthimeme made ro himſelf; in his next page, 
beginning at his La#h: I wil rouch upon the point, which the D. 
here calleth the Antecedent. viz. that, the dottrme of his ſermon us con 
trary to the dettrine of the (ſourch of England profeſſed by the Biſhops, He tel- 
leth vs, be giveth no credete to it thowgh Biſhop fewell and Archbiſhop Whit. 
be cited at, random. Burt will his not giving creditttO'it prove it to be 
« anotorious vntruth ? I trowe not, by that tyme we have heard the 
, Ipeak. Are they cited at rand@?their boskes are named, and divers 
of their teſtimonies not unknowne to the D, if he had but read his 
ref: anſwere pag. 34. & 124. let us heare them ſpeak againe . And 
firſt of Archb.Whitg. concerning the Elders in queſtion, I knowe 
(faith be,anſw: tothe admon:p. 161,162.)thet, m the primitive (bt, 
they had in every Church certeyneSemiors ts Whom the govermit of the copre- 
$44 Was comited but that Was before there yas avy Chr. Pr.or Magiſtrate 
&6. Both 
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Both the names and Sernoys Were extinguiſhed before + Ambroſe his 
tone, as hinſelſ tryring pon 1.T was. 5, And knoweth not the 

DoR, that the Archbiſhop (tm his defence of that his an{were page 

161. )vpon his ſecond thoughts, three times confeſſerh aſinuch,% 

almoſt in the ſame words? f confeſſe, ſayth he , that, rhere was Semor;, 
and | allexdged Ambroſe partly for that purpoſe, and partly to ſhewe thar, both 
their nema and offic es vere exſimgn fore bus time. And knoweth 
not the DoRor alſo , that he (pendeth two pages at the leaſt(66. 
658) roſhewe the inconveniences that would(as be conceiverh )fo. 
lowe vpon the reteyning of that government vnder Chriſtia Prin« 
ces , eſperially in the Church of England?Secondly concerning the 
wholediſcipline or government of the Church, doth he not (in his 
anſwere tothe Admonitio,page 162)aftirme that the rf of time 


t 
and ſtate Church, requireth drverſity of government, m the fame ? that, 
ut cannot be governed in tyme of proferity as ut is m the time of perſecution? 
&c. Doth he not in his defence ( page 658. & 660. )ſpend a whole 
Chapter , trending (as the title ſhewerh ) to prove that there i no one 
cerzeyne kind of government im the (hurch , which muſt of neceſſity be perpe- 
tally obſerved? Afrer which diſcourſe knitreth he not vp the matrer 
with theſe 3. knotrs? 1 . that. it is well knowne how the manner and firme 
of government, uſed m the e A poſt les times and expreſſed m the ſe riptin es ney- 
ther is now, nor can, nor ought to be obſerved , eqther touching the perſons or 
the funthions? 2. that, it 1s playne, that any one certayne forme or kind of g0- 
vernment, perpetually to be obſerved is no where an ſceripre preſeribed t1 the 
Church; but the charge thereof left to the (briftian Magiſtrate ec. 3. that 
wee muſt admut another forme nowe of, governu'g the Church then Was m the 
Apoitles temees or els we muſt ſeclude the ( oriftian e Al agiſtrate, from a!! au 
thority im eccleſiaſticall marters. 

Laſtly concerning the tenure of their epiſcopal authoritie, doth 
he not ackaowledge ( page 680.) all jur:ſdifton that any (ourt in England 
h th or doth exerciſe ( be ut ervnl or excleſyatticall ) to be then exrcured m the 
Qneens e M aeftics name, and right , and to come from her as ſupreme Go 
vernaur? And ſpeaking (page 747) of the Colledge of Preſbyrers, 
which Ierom calleth Senatur eccleſiz, & rogirher with rhe Biſhop 
had the deciding of all controverſics in do&rine or ceremonies, 
ſairh he not,thar rhat hinde of pevernment, which thoſe (burches (Cathe- 
dral he meaneth) bed, v7 sravſferred to the crvil e Ad apritrate to whom it 
1 due , end10 ſuch as by nes «71 apporatee#d It the — 
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aſrwere 10 1ht D. preface, 4 
he knoweth all this to be true, Thus much breifly forthe teſtimo- 
ny and judgment of that Archbiſhop, the which how farre it diffe« 
rech from the Doctors ſermon, 'whatſocever he ſayth now ( by ex- 
change ) in his defence , and whether it caſteth not the governmer 
by Archbiſhops and Biſhops our of the Apoſiles times,ler the rea- 
der ( comparatis comparand1s) judge, 

Come we now to Biſhop Iewels judgement, ( ſet downe ar large 
in his defence of the Apologie, out ot which the Door ſaith, that 
Confeſſion of the Engliſh Church was colle&ed ) whoſe teſtimony 
I might well comend(in regard the booke out of which it is taken, 
is commanded to be in all our Churches ) but that the DoQor wil 
againe 85 before cry a mwountame banck; but I will barely lay it downe 
and let it commend it ſelf, Firſt, concerning the power of the 
keies, he hath (in his apolog. chap- 7. divil. 5.) theſe words. Seng 
oe manner of word is given to all, and one onely kere belongeth to all, we ſay 
(ſpeaking in the name of the Church of England) there is but one one. 
ly power of all Muniſters, 44 concernmge opeminge and ſhutting. And in 
his defence of that Apology ſpeaking of the authority of the Preitt 
(or Miniſter of the congregation for ſo he meaneth) he ſaith (parte 
2. Page 140.) that as 4 Pudge toorther With the Elders of the Congregalion., 
he hath authority both to condemme and to abſotve. And (page 152.) that 
kn the primuroe Church , eythey the Whole people oy the Elders of the 
(ougregation, bed authoritie herein , and that, the direflin and judg- 
ment reiFed evermore is the Preeff. And affirming that though thoſe 
orders for the greateſt part were now ourtot ule,yert he ſhewing our 
of Beatus Rhenanus howe they were vſcd in old time , faith: That 
the exromunicated perſon, When he began firit to repert came firit ro the Bi- 
ſhop and Preiſts a5 onto the mouthes of the Chuvcb,, and opened t9 them the 
Whole burthen of bus hart , by Whoms he was brought into the congregation , to 
make open conf: ſſron ard [atalſſaction, Whic b done duely and humbly, be was 
reſtored agamme openly into the (hurch, by Lyymng on of the hands of the prieſts 
awd Elders . 

Againe, concerning the authoritie of Biſhops over other Mini- 
ters ( cap. 3. diviſ.5. page 109.) he mainteyneth the teſtimopy, 
which in his Apologic he had alleadged our of lerom ad Evagriu, 
making all Biſhops to be of like preheminence and preifthood,a- 
gainſt che cavills of Harding, as the refuter will (1 doubt not ) a- 


eainſt che hifrs of the D, And thus he ſaith. 1Vhat S. Jerom meant 
[ hers 


hereby, Eraſunes a man of great learnimge and judgenwont expoundeth thy, 
Ferom ſeemeth to match all Biſhops rogetber au if they Were all as. ny Apeſ. 
tle ſucceſſors. And be thmketh not any Biſbop to be leſſe then other, for that 
be us poorer; or greater then other , for that be is richer, For be meketh the Bi. 

of Engubuum (a poore towne) equall with the Biſhop of Rome. And 

farther be thinketh, that a Biſhop ts no better then any Preiſt, ſave that by 

bath authority to order e Mmiſters. Againe (pag. 111.) that Whereas 

Primates had anthoruy over other Jnftruor Biſhops, they bad it by agreement 

and cuit ome: but neyther by Chrift nor by Peter nor Poul ner by any righn of 

Gods word. And to ſhewe that it was not his judgment alone, he 
produceth Ierom and Auſtin. Ierom upon Titus, 1. ſayinge: Ley 

Biſhops nderſtand, that they are above the Preiſts, rather of cuſtome then of 

any truth or right of Chriſtes mſtuntion.. And that they ought to rule the 

(Þwrch altogither. And that @ Preiſt and a Biſhop are all one £5. Auſtin 

(cpilt. 19.) ſaying, T he office of a Biſhop ts above the office of a Preiſt not 

by the authority of the ſeryptures( ſauh Biſhop Tewel in a perentheſis but) 

&fter the name of honour, which by the cuſtome of the C\turch have now ob- 

reyned. Againe ( chap. g. divil. 1. pag. 198.) What ment Mr. H.nding 

(faith he) here ro come in With the dference berwizet Preiſts and Biſhops? 

thmketh be that Preifts and Biſhops helae onely by tradinon,? or, is it (0 

boorrible an bereſy as be maketh 11, to ſaye, that by the ſeripttres of God a Bi= 

ſhop ant a Preiſt are all one? or knoweth he, how farr and vnto hone, be 

* in 1.Tim, reecheth the name of an herettke? Uerely Chriſoſtom (auth. * Berwene a 
Hom. 11. Biſhop and a presft in a manner there is no difference. S. Jerom [auth ſomewhat 
ad Evagrt- in rowgher ſort. Þ here ſae, there is one become (6 peeviſhe,that he ſerteth Deas 
_—_— —_— Preiſts, that is to ſave, before Biſhops; Whereas the » Apoſtles plame- 


= yet» ty teacheth us, that Preiſts and Biſhops be all one. St. Auſtin ſaith, What 
eeſia.qg. * a Biſhop but the firſt Preift, that 1; to ſay, the higheſt Preiſt ? So ſauh Samt 
101 A o , there is but one conſecration of PreiiÞ and Biſhop , for both of 


de digni- thew are Preifts ; but the Biſhop is the firſt. eAlltheſe and other mos 
tat. {3ceT- poly Farbers togither with Sat Paul the «Apoſtle , for thus ſaying by 
dou, 3tt. Herdmges adviſe, mufts be holden fir Heretihs . And in his 
repiy to him ( article 4. page 309. ) having ſhewed what pri- 
macie or headihip Ierom gave to Peter. (viz: that to avoid cone 
fuſion which lightly happeneth in all companies where no or- 
der is; Chriſt appointed Peter for that he was the eldeſt wan 
to ſpeake and deale for the reſt as cheefe and heade of all his 


hrerlugn ) be addeth thels wordes 3 Which order alfs , m_ 


yo 
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oniver throughoxt the world , that, m every congregation 
ja par fors room a jpecral prebenamence above ther, md ve cals 
bd (Epiſcopus ) Biſhop. T hu #44 thought « good polutck, way, to «void cone 
eutuon i the { burch » By all which it appeateth that this worthy 
IEWEL L was perlwaded. 1. That the preheminence of 
Biſhops above other Miniſters, was firſt brought in by humane 
licie, and not by any divine ordinance in the holy icripturcs, 

- 2, that the preheminence of Biſhops in the firſt originall and 
eſtabliſhment thereof, was onely a preheminence , ſuch as Pe- 
ter had above the relt of his fellow Apoltles, which was at the 
moſt of order onely, and not of any ſuperiour comanding power 
&juriſdi&io.And 3. that in the primitive Ch:,other Elders belides 
Miniſters of the word, had an hand in the govermet of the Churck. 


Thus we ſee the judgement of thele ewo Biſhops cited by Se&,z Ref; 
the Refuter; nowe let the reader judge whether he hath uttered pag. 5.D. 
a notorious vntruth , in ſaying the Dofors ſermon is contra- Page 9 19, 


ry to the dofrine of the Church of England profeſſed by the 


Biſhops, or rather whether the DoGtor hath not mallicioufly TheD, 
faundered him in ſo charging him. I faye malicious, and if flandereth 


his conſcience be ſpurred the queſtion , trom the abundance” 


allicrous 


whereof his pen wrote, it will ſubſcribe to it, For knewe he 7 


aot all this to be truc in the Biſhops bookes quoted by the Re- 

furer in his Margin? Yea are not divers partes of theſe teſti- 
monies expreſſed in the Refuters anſwere, page 34. and” 124? 

Did he not reade them there? And hath he not flipped them 

over with ſuch a flubber, that ( if he be nor farre jpent ) he 
cannot laye them and his anſwere to them togither, without 

the blzſhredd-colour. Well, but the DoRor is none of themy 

that will be madd without reaſon ; he therefore giveth vs a rea- 

ſon why he doth not credite his Refuter . For ſayth he, rhe do- 

dirme of our (urch , appeareth beit by the articles and confeſſion of our 

( WH Chmch, Which realon is without reaſon, and argueth the man 
not ſo wel adviſed as he mought be,when he appealcth ro the c0- 
kellion of our Church, colle&ed out of the Apologie thereof write 
ten ( as himſelte ſayth) by Biſhop Iewel from the Apologicitſelfe, 
and Authors owne expoſition and defence of it. Is it likely 
bars ) that other men ſhould vaderſtand him , better then 
c doth, cyther ig the Apologic or defence of it? eſpecially 

| F 2 being 


, CoCTCA TEL OE TFIITLA ” 
being authorized to write it by our Church; and it allowed yeah, 
manded to be in all our Churches? Butlet vs examine his allega. 
tions apart. The firſt is the booke of Articles,and what doth that? 
T be 36 . article thereof approveth ( ſaith he) the beoke of conſecrating Biſhops 
Preiſts and Deacons, And what then? that beoke ( faith he) w: the Pre. 
face thereof ſaith , that, from the Apoſtles tumes there have bene thoſe orders 
of e Muniiters Biſhoys Preiſts and Deacors in Chriſts (hurch , aad that 
God by bis fpirit appornted them m1 bus (aurch. Is not this a ſweet proof? 
mark it well, T be articles approve the books, and the preface of that booke 
(aub, that thoſe three orders h.rve bene m the (/hurcb from the Apoitles times 
Cc. T herefore the broke of arlicles( and conſequently the dotirine of the church 
of England ) approverh the funtiwun of Biſhops and thei ſuperiority above 
Preiits to be of drome ordmance. As if 1, whatſoever is ſayd in the pre. 
face betore the booke ( which inall likelihood was done by one or 
two onely, and not by to generall a conſent as the booke it feife) 
mult needs be allowed for the currant doctrine of the Church of 
England in that age , becauſe the 36. articie ( in our booke of ar- 
ticles ) doth for ſome purpole approve the booke of conlecrating 
Biſhops &c. as {conteyning in :t all things neceſſary to ſuch con- 
fecration , But 2. doth that preface ſay that thoſe 3. orders were 
inthe Apoliles times ? no, but from the Apoſtles times, excluſive. 
ly;which words dot not prove they were in the Apoſtles times, but 
the contrary , as the refuter hath ſhewed ( our of Chamier de Pon- 
tif. Oecum: )in his anſwere page 87. in the like phraſe of Icrom 
to Evagrius, ſaying, that from Mark the Evangelif unto Heraclas 
&c.one of the Presbyters were choſen from amongſt the reſt & (et 
over the reſt &c. Bue 3. it ſcemerth they meant otherwiſe , by the 
laſt clauſe, which the D. citeth , that God by his fFirit apporned thew 
# bis Church , But the reader muſt know that that ſentence is none 
of theirs, nor to be found in that preface , it hath pleaſed the D. 
ex abundenti, to add that clauſe of his owne head,and cleane con- 
watdy; their m—_ that made that _— leaſt: for y we have 
Cap. 3, betore going, )they held the ſuperiority of Bilbops, 
_— to be a politick deviſe ofman,and not the ordinance of God. Let 
to his teſti- us goe forwards with the No: he addeth, ebar rhe Biſhop ir required 
mony and to corre? end puneſh eccording to ſuch authority as be hath by Gods Word. 
derrafterh Here 1.I charge the D,as before with the adding of one ſentence, 
anothe? ſq here withthe detrating of another whules he deccirfully gr 
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HIwere 10 The D. ace, 
jerh part of the words. For the booke requireth the Biſhop to cor- 
ret and puniſh &c. «according to ſuch authority as be bah by Gods Word 
and the ordmance of thus realme; which later clauſe ( of the lawes of this 
reaime ) they would never have added, had they thought that the 
r which our Biſhops exerciſe is wholly by Gods word. But 

2, though thoſe words detrated by the Door had not bene ad- 
dd by them; if he thinketh it wil prove that the funRion now ex- 
" erciſed by Biſhops is warranted ty them by Gods word; he forget- 
tech his owne diſtin&ion betweene poteſt as ec modus poteſtatis , togi- 
ther with the difference which he putreth berweene fun&ion and 
authoriric lib. 4. pag. 100, 102. & 147. Neyther z. is that autho- 
ricy which the booke requireth Biſhops to exerciſe, ſuch a ſole 
ower of correction,as the DoRor piverh unto them; for the ſame 
booke requireth alſo of every Miniſter (aſwell as of the Biſhop) at 


his ordination, that, be preach the word, and admmiſter the ſacraments & The D, 
aſcplms; (o giving every Miniſter a ſtroke in the outward policie & 9wne teits 
government of che Church, (a(wel as the Biſhop )which the DoR., 72"y #- 


takech quire from him. But to conclude this point, the booke of 
articles, deth in deced,ſhewe the judgement of our Church in ſome 
matters of policie and church government deviſed by men, aſwell 
as in more weighty points of faith ſer down inGods word. Where- 
fore the dorine of our Church concerning the later , is not to be 
ſought for , in the booke of conſecration, or the 36. article that e- 
fabliſherh it, (much leſle in the preface of that booke)bur rather in 
thoſe articles which concerne faith and ſacraments. For the whole 
body of our Church being aſſembled in Parliament, evidently per. 
ceiving that there were ſome clauſes ſentences and articles in thar 
booke and the preface thereof not warrantable by the word; did 
therefore approve of ir, no further, then ir concerned the doctrine 
of faich and facraments; and provided alſothatno Miniſter of the 
word , ſhould be tied by his ſubfcriprion farther to approve it: as 
well appeareth by the ſtatute. 13. Elizab: cap. 12. And hereI with 
thereader 1.10 take norice,that in all that booke, there is no word 
of | 4 ry Deanes, rurall Deanes with the reſt 
of that rowe;ſo that they will nor be found(belike)in the word;nor 
hath God by his ſpirit appointed them in his Church. 2, To ob- 
ſerve, how the DoR. that fo boldly and confidently ( that I ſayne 
more ) rejeGgth ſ@ many Synods, CART and learned men al- 
3 


kcadged 
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oa PP by the Refut: and acknowledged by himſelf to be erthes 
doxal divines,is not fo wel ſcene 1n his allegation here, as he would 
ſceme to be ; ſurely he mought very well conceive , that we mighe 
take exception not onely to his booke of ordering Biſhops, Preiſts 
and Deacons; but ro the article chat eſtabliſherh ir, both being 
made by the Biſhops themſclves , Iudges in their owne cauſe, and 
ſeeking their owne preheminence; eſpetially when they were both 
ſo farre excepted againſt , by that whole aſlembly of Parliament as 
not to binde any by ſubſcription to approve them,ſo much as con» 
fouant to the word. 


$68, % Thas much concerning the booke of articles and the D dealing 
? with vs therein . Come we now to the Confcſſien of the Engliſh 
church, colle&ed as the D faith out of the Apologic: The wordes 
as he laycth them downe are theſe. We beleeve that there be drvers de- 
grees of Mmiſters in the Church whereof ſome be Deacons ſome Preiſts foma 
Bifhops ec. But he ſhould have xcad out to the end of the ſentence, 
and not breake off with an &c. ( ſo keeping many of his readers 
from the fight of them ) if he durſt, for overthrowinge bis owne 

Frke D. cauſe. For the very next words infinuate that theſe diverſe de 
= _ are of order, not of power and juriſdiction, whiles they makethe 
nftimeny office of thoſe divers degrees to be one and the ſame ſaying, to thi 
to the end, #7 commied the office to inftrutt the people , and the Whole charge «nd ſetting 
it would forth of relygion, It ſeemeth the D.was ſomewhat ſhortwinded when 
have bene he read that ſentence: and Ichallenge him tg bring one word out 
aguaſt him of all chat confeſſion that giveth more authoritie to Biſhops, then 
to other Minilters,that are called Preiſts, Doth nor the 7. article 
of that coateſhon profeſle, thet (hriſt bath given to bis Aſmiſters (one 
aſwell as another) power, ro binde,to looſe,to open, 10 ſhutt? Doth it not 
make the authoruie of binding and looſing to be tn that, conſure of excomu- 
wication, and abſolumg from ut, aſwel as in preaching mercie or judgement? 
Doth it not make the Worde of God the keye, whereby the Miniſters 
wut optn or ſhut the kingdoms of bexrven ? And doth it not affirme,the 
ve deſcuples _ ( alwell asthe _ Jre Eats enthortze of 6+ 
mg and ſhutting by ut? And that the Preifk uu 4 fudge in this caſe, 
rs. he hath - mener of right to freaking jul. or _ 
that is, (as the obſervation vpon it rnderitandeth it) cove, mg 
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An Anſwere to the D, Preface. 47 
whe Layer to mens conſerences? To be ſhort, doth it not affirme, thee. 
feing one mevey of worde is groen to all, and one onely keye belongeth to all, 
that therefore there 1s but one onely pewey of all e Munilters a4 concernm 

opening and ſhutting? If I belie not the Confeſſion, but that thels 
be the very wordes thereof , let him that readeth confider,whe- 
ther the Confeſſion produced by the DoGor as an Advocate in 
- kis-behalfe , ro prove the Refuters fourth vntruth , hath not as 
a ludge given ſentence againſt his owne Client , Worthily there» 
fore Path he here cited this confeſſion, and of no lefſe worth 
is his owne obſervation ypon it. fr «1 ts be noted (ſaith he) thas 
ow (burch acknowledgeth nothinge «1 « matter of fayth, Which is not con- 
wyned in Gods \vorde, or grounded .theremm, And [ will note it with 


him , and doe tell him that he noteth well for vs and againſte The nog 
kimſelfe ; For if the goyernment of the Church by ſuch Biſhops note is tor 
as he fpeaketh of , be a matter of faith, why putteth he a diff VSand a- 
rence betweene marters of diſcipline and the articles of fayth; gainit hiz 
and referreth the queſtion of the fun&ion and ſuperioritie of Bi- |<! 


ſhops to the former , lib. 3. page =_ and howe is their govern- 
ment mutable and not perpetually neceſſary as in his defence 
* he often affirmeth 2 In deed he once ſayd that the eprſeopall finite 
# and authoritie Which T imothy and T itus bad ( the fame With ours ) 
« bemg aſſigned to certame Churcher ( conſiſting in the power of ordina« 
tion, and jursſdiftion., ) Was not to end With their perſons, but to be con= 
tned in their ſucceſſors as being ordimarie and perpetually neceſſary , nos 
mel for the well bemge, but alſo for the very berg of the wiſcble Chur- 
««. This was the DoQors faith , when he preached and prin- 
ted his ſermon ( page 79. ) bur it ſeemeth his Retuter hath 
occafioned his departure from it . But ler we that paſſe, and 
keep we him to his note here. Thus reaſon, 


It is to be noted that, our (huh acknowledgeth nothing for a mat« 
ter of fayth, Which is not conteynid m Gods Word, or grounded thereon. 
This propoſition is the Doors, 


2. ft u whe noted, that, owr C'HVR ( H achnewledgeth that, 
Pugh there be drvers degrees of Miniſters , as Biſhops, Preifts - Deas 
my & the (ourch; Jet thats ons encly mauncy of Word 11 gives to all yord 
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a 16 the'D. preface. 
one onely keye belomperh 10 all, and that, there is but one onely power of all Mi. 
eſters 44 concerning opening and ſbutting. This aſſumprion is the Con. 
feſfion; now fro hence 1 may be bold to make one note more with 
this concluſion, ; 2 of; | | 

3+ Thercforc it is to be noted, that, Wheyas 0n7 Churcha prafiiſe it 
et berwiſe in the government that, our Biſhops now exerciſe, n 11 net a mattey 


of ſauch conteyned m Gods Word or grounded thereon; but onely of polite and \, 


humane tradition ; for the power of the keyes and diſciplne of the ( bureh 1 one 

enely,and given to all A{miſters aſwell as to Biſhops by the Word of God, And 
TheD. conſequent! the ddttrine of thi Doctors ſermon 11 contrary to the dofirine of 
hath _ the 7 of Englend;and conſequently thats the Dottor hath here ſlaiderad 
= hi bus refiaer : his owne teſtimonies produced for Advoemes being Indger. 

Eat, als 
ewne tefti- But we have not yet done,the D.(as a man that will have (ome. 
monies what to ſaye if the worſt come to the worſt ) asketh , that. if the Bi. 
produced ſhops being now better informed concernng their fimttrons, bad nowe reformed 
far adV0- rhery judgements accordrng t0 the holy ſcriptures and other Writing of amtiqui- 
ny = ty; 6. 8 it Would fellow that. thei later thoughts, Which are comonly the 
Tg Wyſer, Were falſe and worthy to be confuted? 1 anſwere, that it maye be 

asked , whether he was more fooliſh or preſumptuous in making 
thatqueſtio?For who is ſo fooliſh as to attirme,that any mans later 
thoughts are falſe and worthy to be confuted, becauſe they are re- 
formed according to the holy ſcriptures and other writings of an- 
tiquity. 2, Preſumeth he not, that if the Biſhops be now of late 
grown to another judgement concerning their hicrarchie;then the 
Biſhops their prediceſſors have bene in the dayes that are paſt,that 
theſc later are wiſer then the former and have reformed their judge 
ments according to the holy ſcriptures &c? Doth. he not thereby 
cenſure the former of error and ignorance concerning the truth in 
this behalt ; howſoever ( as it ſeemeth by his former note ) they 
made it a matter of faith conteyned in Gods worde or grounded 
thereon ? I will-not here queſtion the probabilities, whether the 

thoughts of the nowe and lare Biſhops or their predicefſors be the! 
wiſer ; this (without compariſon ) I dare fayc,that thoſe Biſhops 
that made not this title of ſuperiority & authoritic over their bre- 
thren and fellowe Miniſters , were men both godly and learned, 
zealous lovers of ſincerity,8& wrote as againſt the comon adver{a- 
rie, ſo againſt the ceremonies of thoſe times now prefled, and + 
gaialt ignorantMiniſters,nongeſidents,pluralitans, &mavy things 
Ot 
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«46 oh hand "Sn[were to the D. Preface. "th 

of like fort , nowe nor onely tollerared, but defended alfo; Yet rhe 
Door advance the Prelates of theſe dayes above them, if he will, 
I will make no compariſon. Thus much ſhall fufkce, to acquite = 
the refurer of the falfe and launderous inggytations of ſuch noro- 
rious yntruthes, as the DoRor hath layd vpon him in his anſwere 
tothe firlt reaſon. , 


Chap. 5. Concerning the hurt like to come to the Church 
by the D. ſermon, and namely of advaniaging 
the Papiits. 


, , FR. TS WW »* = 


We arenowe to handle the D, anſwere to the Refuters ſecond +. , n.. 
reaſon ( as he calleth ir, though it be 1n deed bur a member of the fu; : pag. x. 
former ) in reply wherevnto I wil be more breife, rouching but 6. D. pag. 
here and there ypon a word or ewo molt materiall, the molt parte 71. 13+ 
of the NoRors ſpeach being in deed nothing bur farchaſticall and 
by-ſpcaches. The Refurer thought his ſermon the more needfull 
to be confuted , becauſe though it was wtrerly faiſe, yet he had ca- 

ried the matter ſo handſomly, ſmoothly , and ronfidently, that ut caried ap- 
peerance of truth; and therefore diſcerned, that much hurt Was he ts 
come 10 the Church of God by is. Herevnto ( to let paſſe the D deviied 
divifo of the words) he anſwereth by charging his refuter againe 
tocroſle & contradict himſelfe ſaying, that however his refurt: had 
layd in the former reaſon , that it i evidently falſe c* (5 not dangerans; 

& yet now he auth, the doftrme ts [0 by me handſomly and likely handled that it 
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” bſo farre from being evidently falſe , that every Word hath an appearance © 

/ promiſe of truch . Bur the fight is here berwixt the DoQor and yy, pe rho 

a his owne ſhadowe, not berweene the Refuter and his (peaches, turer bur 

, Thinges evidently falſe are not dangerous in deed where and to theD.figh- 
whom the evidence appeareth ; yer dangerous enough to them teth a- 

: {i} fbatſcenor, or will not ſe the falſhood of them. Thinges evi- gainſt him- 


dently falſe to one, may have an appearence and promile of truth ©: 
F to another. The Apoſtle ( 2. Cor. 11, 3. &c. ) feared leaſte 
- the Corinthes were beguiled ( as Eve was ) by Satan, through 
, thefalCAPOSTLEE S thattranſtormed themſelves into an 
ANGELL of light , and tolde theire rale ſo handſome- 
ly, ſmoothly and confidently , a it had an Pperannce 


Sch, 2, 


The D. a- 
buſerth the 
name of 


God. 


1. © . 'S # 
and promyſe of truth ro the Corinthes(why clſe was he affraid they 


would be beguiled by them) though they ſcarce uttred one word 


of cruth,themſclves being the Miniſters of Satan,and their dodtine 
utterly falſe even the dqgggine of Divills. Andifthe D. here rea. 
ſoneth well, who ſceth nor, that he confuterh that reverend Biſhop 
Tewell, whom his Ref. as he faith in that ſpeach imitaterh? Har. 
dings doctrine was utterly and evidently fallc ſurely, and yer dan. 


rous £00, or Biſhop Iewcll (aid not well; and yet he carried him. * 


e'f ſo ſmoothlie, likely,and confidently, that to many 1t had ſhewe 
and appearance of truth, why elſe doth that reverend Biſhop, be. 
ſtowe ſo much labour in confuting it? -I could agayn fay as much 
concerning the Ref.anſwer & rhe D. defence,bur we mult paſſe on, 
The DoRor thmketh that he told his tale ſo ſmoothly in his ſerms, 
that, be had almoſt perſwaded bis refiter to be of his mrnd: we cannot let 
him to think ſo,nor he mie to think, that that imagination of his 
hart {among others) was yaine. It may be he 1s now feeding him. 
ſ-1f vpon this fancie,that as his ſermon had almoſt perſwaded him; 
ſo this his defenſe hath altogither perſwaded him to be of his 
mind: but I ſuppoſe the refurt: or his freind will tell him, that he 


hath an ill Romach that feedeth fatt with ſuch winde. As for the , 


reſt of his ſpeaches, ro the end of that (eRtion,let the reader judge 
of them as they deſerve. 

The Refut: proveth the hurtfulnes of the Do. ſermon, 1. fr6 
the advantaging of the Papiſts , and 2. from the ſcandalizing of 0- 
thers thereby . Touching the firſt: The Paprſts ( ſarth be ) Would be 
much edvanmeed thereby , ſemg that, Antichriſt tan doftrme (even after the 
renewing&+ revruing of their ceremonies amapſt us) is [6 freely preached & pu- 
bliſhed,tending to uphold their bierarchy aſwell as ours the Doftors reaſons be- 
sng #1 deed the very (ame with therrs. The DoRor anſwereth with ma- 
ny vileand opprobrious ſpeaches: and 1. telleth vs, that the adven- 
moe Which ariſeth to the Papiſts both by bis doflrine preached and the core 


monies mainteyned ſtill amongit ua may through Gods bleſſing be this. T hat ( 


When they ſee 1 not ſo new fangled 4s our oppoſites , nor ſo carried Wuth batred 
40 their perſons, as to depart furtber from them , then they bave departed from 
the primurove Church; but are centent to obſerve the auncient government, & 
lawful ceremonies uſed m the primnroe (hurch, they may be mduced to joyne 
with us ec. Then which what can be ſayd more againſt reaſo & thei 
owne profeſſion; to the abuling of the name of God and m_— 

| ;ng? 
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+ {qe he not that to this day, they have bene incouraged 
intheir madnes by our coming ſo neere them , and departigg no 
furcher trom them? Doe they not both ſay , and write, that vur 
book of leiturgie is an Apyſh wnrtation of their Maſſe-book?that our 
relugion cannot ſt and Without thew ceremonies ? that the comention that is 4- 
wongt v5 for them, and eating their broath, putteth them in good hope of our 
exng their roftemeat ? Doe not the Rhemiſts in their annotation 
' * upon [oh, 21. 17. affirme, that, the Proteitants otherwiſe denymg the 
; prehemunence of Peter; yet to uphold their Archbiſhops , doe xveuch ut agamſt 

the Puritans? Yeaeven of late take they not occaſion to fill theire 

| bookes with our canons and conſtititutions, arguments and reſ0- 

lurions? to let paſſe others, what will the DoR. ſay to that worthy 

Proftor of theirs, Iacobus Gretzerus, hath henot (panegyr.miſlz, 

; cap. 11.12, & demonſt. dogm. cap.7) alleadged againit the refor- 

| med Churches ) our ſervice books for their popuſh holy dayes, D. T ooker 

and our late booke of (avon; both for the ſipne of the (ſroſſe; for kneel- 

mg in the af of receiving the ſacrament; for the whole hierarchy from 

the Archbiſhop downewards, and for divers other their ſuperſtiti» 

o-;/Harh not Cornelius Scultingius in his hierarchica Anacrifis,al- 

. leadged D. Whitgitt and tranſcribed whole leaves out of him for 

defence of their hwyarchy? Doth not Stapleton, (releR.againſt Whi- 

tak, Cont. 2. q. z.art 3.) take the Biſhops arguments tor the up- 

' WH holdingoftheir hierarchy; ro uphold the Popes, aftirming they 

are built both on one foundation. &c?I ſuppoſe the Do&.will nov 

deny this; yea they that are acquainted with their writings knowe 

more then this,of the advantage they take by fuch ſermons,as that 

the DoRor printed. What likelihood is there then of winning the 

Papiſts by comming neerer them?2no no experiece hath taught us, 

that this policic in ſeeking to win the adverſarics by dallying and 

playing with them, and comming ſo neere them, hath bredd more 

papiſts in England in few yeres,then were wont to be bredd in ma- 

( ny; in ſo much as, we have cauſe to feare,that under colour of lic- 

king he Papiſts whole by this meanes , the wound is become ſo 

great, that all the balme in Gilead will ſcarce ſalve it, the caſe is ſo 

deſperate . 

But 2.what ſhall we ſay to thoſe opprobrious ſpeaches which the 5<R. z, 

D. caſteth forth againſt all that miſlike the ceremonies and epiſco- 
pall government , in ſaying, they wm fangledand /o farr oy 

2 


form-d 


Churches, 


barred to therr Gur (pap he from them.,, hen 
- The DoQ. hgve pr the primiteve (/barch ? And what to his ynjuſ 
——_ cenſure of his Retut, and of all that accorde in judgment with him, 


his Ref: & when (becauſe he called his doGtrine Antichriſtian) he faith, u 
& the re. wweerely ſpoken out of fation,, after the vfuall faſhion of our oppeſues? Hig 


os 


nh | horde 


rongue is his owne, and he thinketh that none ot his Lords will 
controwle him : wherefore he ſpareth not to ſtuff a great parte of 

his great volume, with ſuch vnſavoury reproaches . Perhaps he *Wl / 
ment to juſtify (ar leaſt it well appeareth he hath juſtifyed) his ref, 

in charging him,to have giren the papiſts much adyantage: for is 

ir not a great advantage vnto them, when they may (if _ liſte) 
aſſume the DoRors reſtimonie, to diſgrace thoſe worthy divines, 
which in other reformed Churches have abandoned the ceremo- 
nics and government controverted in our Churches, with depar. 
ting (and thatin a newe fangled and fatious humor, and of meere 
hatred to their perſons) from that ancient government, and thoſe 
lawfull ceremonies, which they received from thedofrineand ex- 
ample of the primitive Church? Bur it ſcemeth he forgatt that of 
Tully, verecundius loquor propter Pompcium; For however he 
vilifieth his refuter without bluſhing , raking him to be no better | 
then a diſhclout : yet conſidering he had ſo many Pompeicsto 
deale with as his retuter mentioneth, he could not but harden his 
face as an Adamant , that he bluſheth not ( notwithſtanding their 
names with their teſtimonies and arguments and their juſt praiſes 
given them by other learned more then by the refuter)to count all 
gewe fangliſme and faction. 


But 3.his freindes wil fay he had good cauſe to be offended with 
him, that charged his dodrine to be Antichriltian: for who can 
with patience beare fo heavic an imputation? But the DoRor muſt 
beare it, and it will ſtick cloſe to his ribbs, till he can remove the 
reaſon that inforceth ir ypon him . To witt , that bus dofirine tendeth, 
10 the upholdwy of the popiſh brerarchy aſwell as ours , and therefore 11 eAnti- 
ehriſtian. The conſequence he impugneth nor; all his labour is to 
weaken the Antecedent. And firſt in the dereſtation thercof, he 
cryeth out, God firbid; which brovght ro my. minde the ſaying of 
Hazacl, 2. Reg. 8. 13, who, when Eliſha tolde him of the evill 


he ſhould doe, proteſting agaialt ir wich indignauen, __ 
io 
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+ thy ſervant 8 dopge, that, 1 | { doe this great thing? and yet for 


all that he did it. And I have heard ſome in my time crye, fie on the 
Droid, when they have done him great ſervice. Let vs therefore (ce 
whether the D. prayer and doings agree. In the popiſh clergie ( ſanth 
he) above Biſhops and Archbiſhops, the Pope and hn: conſittorie of (ardmals 
gre (et 44 governours of the unreerfal Church; in Wwboms the popiſ b byerarchy, 
ſofarre forth a4 it it properly Antchriftian conſitteth. And againe, T beir 
t 1s juſtly called Antichriſtian, Wbo are bu aſſiſtants m this vni- 
vaſal government, . The Doors drift 15 ( as it ſeemeth) to free him 
ſelfe from defending the popitſh hierarchy, becauſe he mainteyneth 
not,cyther that headſhip and goverment of the vniverſall Church, 
which maketh the Pope to be properly Antichriſt; or that ſubor- 
dination ard aſſiſtance vnto him in his headſhip , which maketh 
the Romith Hierarchy to be properly Antichriſtian. A poore ſhifce The DoR, 
and a filly defence. Could the Door be ſo ſimple as to imagine hath a * 
that his refuter had any meaninge to charge himor his do&rine P22re ſhife 
with ypholding the popiſh Hierarchie in any of thoſe maine diffe- _ a ly 
rences, which here or atterwards,he mentioneth, to diſtinguiſh the —_— 
from our Clergic? Or could he perſwadec himlclt that none of his The D,dif. 
Oppoſites would diſcerne the weaknes of his defence, when he dif. P*eth, a 
puceth , 4 ditto ſecundum guid, «d ſimplicuer, in this manner ? ditto ſect. 


dum quid, 
Hy doftrme tendeth wot to vpbolde the popiſh hey avi by, quatenus it — 


is properly eAztichriſtian. T berefore u tendeth not to grue them any ſuppor- 
muce at, all, The Refuters meaning 1s playne, that the tenour 
ofthe DoRors diſputing for our prelacie, tendeth by conſequence 
to vpholde thoſe funions and degrees in the popilh Hyerar. 
chy, which other reformed Churches have rejected as vnlawfull, 
at leaſt vneceſſanie and ſuperfluous. Which is a truth ſo apparant, 
that the DoRor doth in part cloſely acknowledge it, though with The Ho& 
a faire ( but falſe ) pretence, he ſeeketh ro excuſe it, when he cloſely 26s 
fayth, Wee are content. to obſerve the auncient, government. of the pri- knowledge. 
wirve (hurch, though reteqned by them: for what is that governe- © what 
ment wherein we agree with them? Is it not the government by _— , 
by ARCH BISHOPS, LORD BISHOPS, ARCH DEACONS, © Elicty 
CHANCELLORS, COMMISSARIES, &c. 2/ſiſted with Profors : 
and Apparators? Wherefore ſince the trnGiouns of the popiſh 
hicrarcby ſerving for CHYRCH - govenment , are none other 

G 3 then 


* The DoQ. 
vpholderhk 
what he 
ſcemerh to 
pull down. 


+ : pe os the D.#®reface.- - 
then ſuchas we reteyne irrour Churches (the Pope and his Cardi. 
nals excepted ) the D. cannotdiſclaime the defence, of the ret 6f 
their hierarchy, valeſſe he will leave our owne naked and defti. 
truce of due protection . And it that be true, which the ref. 
ter hath in many parts of his anſwer obected, (viz that the Papiſts 
doe ( and may with as good colour of truth, alleadge the (ame 


reaſons for the Popes primacic , over Archbiſhops, that the, , 


urgeth for the ſuperiorty of Biſhops orArchbiſhops)it is no wron 
at all ro aftirme, that the D. ſermon tendeth to vphold the popilh 
hicrarchie, aſwell as ours, even from the Pope to the Apparitor, 
But let vs go on and trace the DoCtor in the ſtepps of his anſwere, 
I. Who can excuſe him in this , that profelling ( as henow doth) 
the Pope to be properly Antichriſt, in regard of that vniverſall go- 
yernment which he aſlumeth; he ſhould notwithſtanding reare yp 
a pillar (in his defenſe following)to upholde what he would ſceme 
ro pull downe . For to juſtity the government of Metropolitans 
(who were at the firſt as he ſaith, lib.2. p. 114, a«tochephalo;, heads 
by themſelves of their Provinces ) he thus reaſoneth, page follow- 
ing. It Was convenient or rather neceſſary that there ſhould be conſociation of 


(\urches within the ſame Province , and that. the Po the ſeverall , 


Druceſes, ſhould meet for the camon good, and that the Ywrongs offred to any by 
the Biſhops wuhin their Dwceſes onig ht be remedied. By conſequent, therefore 
it Was neceſſarie ( efpecially before there Were (briftian Magiftrates) that, 
one in every Province, ſhould be held as cheefe or primate, ho ſhould aſſemble 
the Synods , moderate them being aſſembled, ſee the decree executed,c have 
« generall ſuperintendencie over the Whole province. By the like conſeq: 
( it is well knowne that ) the Popes proRors doe plead for his vni- 
yerſall primacie; and the D. doth very frankly ofter them the ante- 
cedent. lib.z .p. 4. T he whole Chinch (auth be) is goverried by the mu- 
tual conſocuation of their governours for the comon good, and the concurrence 
of them to an Otcumentcal Synode. For the Whole Church being but one body, 


there ought to be a( briſt an conſociation of the governours theref, for the com- 4 


on good of the Whole body. If there ought to be ſuch a conſociation 
of al Biſhops and governours of the whole Church; then there is 
no leſſe conveniencie,or rather neceſſity of this conſociation of the 
whole, then there is of the former in one Province, Wherefore the 
Door cannot forbid any freind of the papacie (in an imitation of 
kis former argument) to inferre this conclukon, By — 

excite, 
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therefore, ir is neceſ{arie ( ſpecially now that there & not a Chriſti. 
2n Magiſtrate, to whoſe civil regiment, ail ( or the greateſt part of) 
Chriſtian Churches, are in ſubjeRion as formerly they were to the 
Romane Empire ) that among the eccletiaſtical governours of the 
whole Church, one ſhould be held as chcife to aftemble and mode- 
rate generall councels, to ſce the decrees executed, and fo to haue 
a general ſuperiutendencie over the whole Church. Thus in travei- 


The D.tra. 
/ ling with an Archbiſhop, the DoQuor bringeth forth a Pope. Bur wonny 


-< phat Vp with an 
ifhe will infringe this later conſequence, and fay (as he ſeemeth to archliſh; 
iwply lib. 3. pag. 4+ ) that the neceſſity of a Chriltian conſociatis bringeth 
among the Biſhops of the whole Church , cannor inferre a neceſfi- forrh a 
ty of one Pope, or cheete B.ſhop; becauſe Chriſt our King & Mo- P "os And 


narch for the government of the whole Church, hath no Vicar ge- ms _ 


neral, bur the holy Ghoſt, who appointeth governours vnder hun, {4.1.x 
to goverge the ſeveral parts in ſome reſpe& Monarchically;and the Bithops by 
whole(by concurrence in-one Occumenical Synode)ariſtocratical- their arg. 
ly; then for the like reaſo(ro witr, becauſe Chriſt our King hath no for their 
Vicar provinciall, but the holyGhoſt, who appointeth governours —— 
md:r him in every Church throughout the Province)the neceſficy lot? —_ 
of a coulociation of all the Churches in one Province, and ofpro- y1;. cn 
vinciall Synodes for the comon good of thoſe Churches , cannot z.q.; arty 
conclude a neceſiicy of one Mcetropolitane primate to aſſemble & 
moderate thoſe Synods, and to have a generall ſuperintendencie 
over the whole province. Wherefore it is evident that by the DoR. 
reaſoning , the Popes Vniverſall head{hip, & the Archbiſhops pro» 
vincial primacie, do ſtand or fall rogither, 
2. Shall we ſay alſo that the ſame reaſon which proveth the one, 
to be Antichriſtian, will prove the other to be Antichr{tian? Is it 
not proper to Chriſt to be the head of every particular Church,aſ- 
wel as of the whole? 1. Cor, 12,27. 2 Cor.11.2, Epheſ. 2.22. ci 
1.22.23.& 5. 23. Coloſ.1, 18. Andis not the title and office of 
4 Archipormen proper alſo to him alone 2 1. Per. 5. 4. 
3- But I haſten to examine the grounds which he-hath layd to g,q , 4 
cleare himſelfe from patronizing the popiſh prelacie. He affirmeth p, pag.13, 
(as we heard before) that. their government u juſtly termed Antichriiti- 
an,Wvho are afſiitantes to the Pope im his umverſal government..oe here the | 
propoſition, I wil make ſo bolde, as to add an aſſumption. Bur 
eArchbiſhops, L. Biſhops, eArchaeacons, Chanctlors 5c. m thew ſeveral 
frnitions 


The Doc- 
Wandreth 
from the 
queltion 
ac his plea- 
ſure, 


fruntTront ave effiſt ants 10 the Pope m bu 


$6 fnjwere 14 the D.yre 


wnrver fall government, Whenes 2. 
ny man may make the concluſion, T berefore the government of Arch. 
biſhops L. biſhaps eArchdeacons (:2celors yet in their ſeveral funttuns, @. 
juſtly termed Antuhriſtian. The D. foreicing (as it ſeemeth) that 
ſuch a concluſion as this migart be inferred trom his owne words; 
to prevent any further inconvenience (if his Refuter or any other 


fhould fro thence colle&, that he mainteynerh the popyfh or antickry. | 


thor prelacie as Well as our orpne, m aſmuch a the government and funttun 

our Prelates ts in ſubſtance and efſentiall Werke: of office the fame w:th they ) 
ſaith,that Archbrſbops and Biſhops m the Chia ch of Rome are not Antichry. 
Mar, in reſpett of the large extent of their juriſad#tion,, but in regard of ther 
ſubordrnatron to the Pope, and dependence on hav, as menebert of that bedy, 
hereof they ax knowledge hw to be the beade. Where the reader muſt 
againe be advertiſed, that the D. wandreth from the queſtion ar 
his plea(ure: for the point now controverted betwene him and his 
Ref.is not what tranſgreſtion doth make the Romiſhe Biſhops and 
Archbiſhops antichrittian properly or improperly? bur whether 
their callings and fun&1ons (which other reformed Churches hare 
refuſed as better beſeeminge the degenerate Synagogues of Anti- 


chrilt,then the orthodoxall Churches of Chriſt) be not juſtificd by - 


the Drs. diſcourſe, aſwell as the offices and fun&ions of our owne 
Prelates? The negarive in this queſtio he ſhould have ſtrong]y for- 
tified; bur he rather juſtifieth his Ref. aſſertion, in profering them 
a full diſcharge fromall Reine of Antichriſtianity, if they will re- 
nounce their ſubordination to the Pope, and acknowledgement 
of him for thejr head. Bur, ſcing he profeſſeth ( lib. 3. pag; 154.) 
never to give over the maintenic2 of his cauſc; at his berter leyſure 
I will expe& from him a dircR anſwere to this reply; 7 have atready 
proved froms hns owne afſertzox.,, that their government 11 juſtly termed An. 
richriftion,: But their jursſdittion extended over the Churches of an Whole 
'Dwceſe or Province, is « principal! and eſſentiall part of therr government-; 


why then ſhould not ther juriſaithion ſo lergely extended, be juſtly termed 


Antichriſtiar,? Againe, wherein [s ever they grve beſt and greateſt aſſiſtance 
vnto the Pope im his umverſall government; therem they 
antichriſtian..: this I truſt the D. will acknowledge withour any tur- 
ther proofe,neyther will he(I hope) putt us to the paines to prove 
what all the world diſcerneth ro £ true. viz. thet m the large extents 


of cher juriſdittions, they grve beſt and greateſt aſſiſtance wnto the Pope 11 — 


wrever| 


are rightly reputed 


on/ver ;wherefore I will once relt perſwaded, thar he 
will lubicribe ro this concluſion, that in refpett of the large extent, of 
the juri/d1t1on, they are juity reputed eAutchriftian, And fo I will 
eater vpon the belt defence he hath to wipe away all note of Anti- 
chriſtianity tcom our owne Biſhops. 
Having reltreyned ( as before we heard ) that Antichriſtianity $9&ion. 6, 
which cleaveth co Romilh Preglacie, vo they ſubordinenon to the Pope 
* ec. he addeth this conſequence. T herefore they are no more Antichri- 
fun,then their pariſh-Prerits and aſwell might the Refut. call the Paſtors of 
Puriſhes amongHt us Antichriſt tax, becauſe the Popiſh Pariſh Preiſts are - 
Anichriſtian, 4s our Biſhops Antichriſtian,, becauſe the Popiſh Biſhops ey hn 
atſuch. When will the D. ceaſc to play the tritler in fighting a- kgauUn oy 
ainſt his owne ſhadowe? Where doth the Refur. ſaie,that our B1- wich ui; 
ps arc Antichriſtian, becauſe the Popiſh are ſuch? Or which of owne tha- 
his Oppoſites did ever argue to ſuch a purpoſe? Nay hath his Ref, dow, 
in any part of his anſwere once termed our Bithops Antichriſtian? - 
Yetit he had ſayd, that the Popiſh be, and ours are alike Antickril- 
tian in regard of their funRions, as being in ſubſtance one and the 
ſame, however they differ in ſubordination to the Pope; he is wi- 
ſer (1trowe) then to be ſofarre miſledd by the Door , as to ſay, 
that our pariſh paſtors, and their pariſh preiſts are alike anrichri(- 
tian. For their Preiſthood{in regard of the very eſſence and forme 
of their office) is a ſacrificing preiſthood as the Doct. acknowled- 
gerh , and the proQors of poperic doe more clearely teach: Rhe. 
annot. in AQts 14-2 } Bellarm, lib. de (ac. ord. cap.9, But the of= 
fice of our parith paltors (though corruprly termed Preiſts ) hath 
nothing to doe with ſacrificing,and therefore it is not the ſame of- 
fice, but of a diverſc torme, ordeyned ( as the DoRor rightly at- 
firmeth)to preach the word and to adminiſter the (acramers. Now 
there is no ſuch eſſcatiall difterecein the very funRion it (elf, which 
our Biſhops and the popith doe holde and execute. Wherefore 
though it be an abſolute inconſequence , ro interre that our parith 
paltors are Antichriſtian, becauſe the popiſh pariſh preiſts are ſuch: 
(in as much as the funRions arediftering ) yet when the funRions 
of our Biſhops and theirs are called into queſtion;if the later be 
granted Antichriſtian ; the ſame muſt be conteſled alſo of the for- 
mer; vnleſle it can be clearcly ſhewed, that the funRions due difter 
ellentially one from another, 
H 2. And 
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| | Yrs 
2. Andifhis meaning be thus to plead in behalfe of our Biſhops; 
vir, that, they canuot be «Atichriſttan beeuſe the popiſh Biſhops are not Ara 

axchriftuen im reipett of the large extent, of their juriſd1flion, but in regard of 

their ſubordination 19 the Pops, &C. 1] have already ſhewed the er;or of 

this argument,in proving that their yery juriſdidtio & govermeng 

15 Antichriftian, Onely here agayne lct the reader remember,hoy 

the D.juſtifizth his Ret: m that ſpeach, web he indevourerh to wipe 

away, viz. that, he wpholdeth the Popifhh Hierarchy aſwell as our awne, 

3- In that which followerth , he aſſaycth ro ſhewe, that the funce 

tion of Biſhops was not firſt inſtituted by the Biſhops of Rome, & 

eherefore cannot be Antichrittian. T be funttion of Biſhope( ſaith he) 

b not moore ( nor yet ſomuch) 10 be aſcribed to the mititutuon of the Biſhop of 

Rome , asthet; of periſh Munſters: For Biftops , as ve ſhall ſirevre, Were 614 

deyred by the Apoitles, and ſent over Dioceſes: but the pariſhes Were firf dhe 

Fmguiſhed im the Weſterne Churches, and Preſbyters peculiarly aſſientd to 

them , by the ancient Biſhops of Rome, Whoſe example other (burthe, did 

e01tnte,as droers authors report. ls not the DoGor ſtrangely bewitched 

with the love of his reverend Fathers and thcir ſunCtions,that (to 

Thy D. to (ett them tree from all feare of beinge any longer reputed Anti. 
free me e- chriſtian or of the Popes inſtituti6)he will expote his owne calling 
prone and function to the ſame diſgrace? But if that be true, which 
from deiog diverſe authors report ( as Flatina in vita Euarift : & Poli. 
reputed dor Virgil: de Invent Ter: lib. 4. cap. 9. and others) that Euari- 
Antichriſ- ſtas did onely dividetitles in the City of Rome vnto Preſbyters; 
rizn expo- and that Dyoniſius gave them Churches or Churchyardes , and 


ſech his G&iſtributed abroad aſwell Dioceſes to Biſhops,as Pariſhes to Preſ. 
-mvorgay byters:upon this ground we may ſafcly aftirme, that the fun&ion 
- "\.- Ot Dioceſa Bps.is truely aſcribed to the in{tirutio of that monkiſh 
| 4 þT QGli- Þ; a" ic »C6 L 7 : | i(} þ lh F 

grace, op2.nomitius, 266 yeares atterChrilt,or therabouts, For however 


Biſhops were ordeyned of the Apoſiles , and fert over particular 
Churches, (as pariſh Miniſtcrs are at this day) yer there could be 


- 


no Dioccian 3:\zops till D.oceſes were diſtributed , and pariſhes * 


multiplyed in each Dioceſe, Wherefore it is neyther error not 
blaſphemy to attirme,that the funion of Dioceſan Biſhops is Ate 
richriltian; if that may be rightly termed Antichriftian, which had 
the firſt inſti: ution from the Bithops of Romc,in the third centurie 
ob yeares after Chriſt, 

If the Do, hull contraltict this relition it will cafily be my 
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from the grounds of his owne manner of diſputing. For 11 The Ref: 
afficming (pag; 12. of his preface) that the fun&ion and dilciphne J9t:iied, vp 
of our Biſhops , though truely Cathelike and Apoltolicall, 1s of 2* D. ow 


his oppolites termed Antichriſtian; he offreth us this diliunttion- 
T he functions and government of Dyoceſan Biſhops and Provincial «Are 
Biſhops ar eyther truely (atholtk, and «Apoſtolical, or elſe rightly termed ant« 
acbr:fH1aw, He cannot weaken this difiunRive propoſition, vuletle 
he will oververthrowe his owne reaſoning, lib, 1. pag. 60. & 61, 
and confellc himſelf to be as ignorant in logick, as he would make 
his rcfuter to be , If therefore it may appeare, that the functions 
and government of Dioceſan Biſhops,and Provincial Archbiſhops 
are not trucly Cacholike and Apolliicall, it wil then inevitably fol- 
lowe,that their fantions& goverme:r are juſtly cermedAntichriti4 
But the funtion and government of Dioceſan Bilhops, being firtt 
inltituted by the Pope Dynoſius,cannort be truely Cathol:ke or A- 
ltolicall: much Icfle can the tundtion and government of Pro- 
naciall Archbithops , be truely catholik or apoſtolicall, it that be 
true which himſelf holdeth for a truth not to be denied, viz. thar 
there were Dioceſan Biſhops ſuch as ours be, betore there were any 
. Merropolitans or Provinciall Primates;becauſe they followed up- 
on the combination of Dioceſes & ſubordination of divers Chur- 
ches togither with their Biſhops,in the ſame province, ynto the mic- 
tropolitane as their Primate. lib.z. p.20 21. & lib.4.p.7, Where» 
fore the Do&. hath no juſt cauſe to blame his ref: it he ſhall hereaf- 
ter hold the calling of Diocela &provincialBiſhops to beAntichri- 
ſtia. 4.Efpecially (cing he hath not art all rouched the main groids 
waich prevayle with thoſe, who have athirmed the degrees &tuncti- 
ons of Dioceſan Biſhops,& Archb:to be Antichriſtian. viz. 1. that 
the bringing in of theſe degrees by litle and litle made way for the 
man of linne to climbe up to the top of his grearnes, &ro (eat him- 
ſelf in that chaire of Luciterian pride, wherein he (irtcth at this day, 
2» (halbe ſcene in the anſw:to his lib.4.cap.5.ſct.1o. 2,And as he 
il leaneth on their (houlders,fo his kingdome cannot ſtand with- 
oat them(for they are ais aſſiſtants, & without rhem they can have 
no preiſts, & ſo no Church as the D.acknowledgeth pa:7.& 12. 0f 
@ his preface) wheras on the contrary,the true Churches of Chriſt 
.miy (as the Do, alſo holdeth as he ſayd before, page 2. and 7. 
(us preface ) very well want them, ag they did inthe pureſt 
HR : Lumcy 
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times( viz.the firſt 200 yeares,as ſhall appeare in anſwere to his ſh, 
4- Cap. 1. ſc, 4. and 5.) and doe in ſome places at this day flo. 
rilhin more peace and finceririe( witnes the broiles of the Church 
after the firft 200. yeares,and the peace of the reformed Churches 
at this day) then thofe Churches which formerly did and now doe 
zmbrac? them. 3. Bur ſpecially this is to be noted that ſole ru. 
ling Biſhops (ſuch as arc ours, dioceſan and provinciall Lords) (for 
which ſee the ſtate of the queſtion lib. 2. chap. 3. & 4.) could ne. 
ver gaine any generall applauſe or place in the Church till Anti. 
chriſte (having firſt gotten poſſeſſion of his vſfurped yniverſal head. 
ſbipp,to proportionate their eſtare in ſome degree like to his owne 
did procure, for ſome of them, principallities,and for all of them, 
Baronnies, and allowed every one of them to domineire, as 
Monarches in the exerciſe of their ſpirituall juriſdiction, as (halbe 
proved in the proper place hereafter, 
$e&.y, D. To gocontherefore vnto that which remayneth. The D. think. 
pag. 13-14. th it Fa e, that the dotrine of his ſermon concerninge Biſhops a. 
lone, Lo; vpholde the Popiſhe Hiwerarchie from the higheſt to the lowelt of. 
Well as our one, and calleth it, « ſhamelefontruth; becauſe the Papiſts 
reckon. 5. orders vader Deacons, But we, With the primitrve (burch, 
The Dett- reckon but. 3.onely. Biſhops, Preſbyters, and Deacons. But intreating him 
mult take to take the ſhameleſs vntruth to himſelf, as his owne proper in 
his ſhame- this point aſwell as in the reſt;T wiſh him witt, that it is not ſtrange 
leis vi- 1o them, who ſee and knowe, that many arguments now vrged in 


oardr our Church for the popiſh ceremonies reteyned by us , ( as croſle 


&c,) doe by alike coſequece plead for oile,falt &c. which we have: 


aboliſhed. And therefore we have more cauſe to thinke it a ſtrange 
thing , that the Door ſhould be ignorant that. many of his argu- 
ments intended for the defence of his Bys alone; with the change 
of an Aſſumprio,may ſerve as fitly to juſtify, thoſe inferior degrees 
which are vnder the Deacons in the Romiſh Synagogues. And yet 
it is more ſtrange , that he ſhould challenge conformitie with the 
primitive Church, in reckoning 3. degrees of Miniſters and ney- 
ther more nor leffc; ſcing the ſame authors that he alleadgeth for 
that purpoſe ( ſerm: pag. 29. &c, ) doe reckon other degrees 
which wee have refuſed, and the Papiſts reteyne though in amore 
corrupt courſe, as all other Church fun&ions are; and ſome 
more ancieat doc recko two onely, as his retuter in anſwere there- 
rato 
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y | Snſwere 19 # . prefect, 6 
ynto ſhewed. 
Laſtly, it is more they a Wonder in the Doi, ey, that the very ſame 
reaſons Whuch are brought to juibify the HpoſFol: cal goverment of our (Vurch, 
forall alſs ſerve te prove thew Antichriſtian Hierarchy, becauſe therr Biſhops 
oe ſubor denate to the Pope, and vecerve jnriſd:ftion hm ; but ours not 
. But if his reaſoning be of any worthe, it may well be more then 
2wonder to his readers; if the example of the auncient & Apoſto- 
" lical Preſbyrers, ſhould juſtify our pariſh Miniſters at this day. For, 
the former were all one with the Biſhops, in the Apoſtles tumes; & 
received their juriſdiction , aſwell as their funRion from Chriſt, or 
the holy Ghoſt, AR. 20. 28; but oursnow are ſubordinate to Bi- 
s, and receive their juriſdiction from them. Nowithſtanding 
if the Door had adviſcdly conſidered, that the queſtion is of tun- 
Rions onely, and not of accidental! circumſtances; he would have TheD, ex- 
ſpared this exception of his, as judging it both idle and frivolous, ciption 
As for his concluſion, that there is but one ſmall agreement With the Re. 29th ivile 
mane (urch concerninge the ſuperiorni®# of Biſhops over preſbyters, ont of — _—_ 
Which the Ref. would Puilde totall conſent and confirmitie to therr Anti= * 
chriſtian government; may it not be wondered at? 1. That he can 
- find, bur one agreement berwene the Proteſtant and the Popiſh go- 
rernment. Are there not the ſame degrees, Primates, Archbiſhops, 
Suffraganes, Archdeacons, Deanes &c.Are there not the ſame ſears 
of dignitie? The ſame authoritic and government? The ſame lawes 
and procedings? The fame inferior Officers? Theſamericesand 
ceremonies? The ſame change of names? The ſame civill juriſdic- 
tion and titles? The ſame pomp and glorie in the world ? (ſetting 
alide the truth of dorine and GHordinarion tothe Pope, non 0- 
rum ovo ſimilius. 2. That beggtſc the Refuter (aid, the dottrine of 
] bus ſermon tended 10 the vphelding of the popsfh Hierarchy from the Pope to 
; the Apparatoy ; he chargeth him to bwsld a totall conſent and conformity; 
& if tr may not tend ro the vpholdinge of the Hierarchy, though 
+ (WF vith ſome differences? 
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| Chap. 6. Concerning the hurt like ts come by the | 
| D.ſermon to the [ candalizing of Proteſtants. Se. A uf 
. 30.6.7 3, 
> of the 


The Refuter ſhewing how many were like to be ſcandalized by D. yeg.14 
the DoRors ſermon, yiz. /inve being to ferre in love With thew owne eaſe, , + ; 
H 3 were 
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were lik:ly to nobr ate it With Ma ow Obeſe harta Were By. 
reght before God Would be made dowbtfull, diſquieted ec. The Danſe. 
reth for the moſt parte by calumniation and ſarcaſme, from which 
I breifly paſs, wiſhing the reader, 1+to conſider whither many have 
not bin brought ro ſtagger and doubt in rel1gion, as upon the ſight 
of that ſtrife and pleading for the Hierarchy and ceremonies with 
ſuch arguments as will ſerve for the whole doſe and recipe of verie 
many (if not all the rable of,) Romiſh ceremonies : ſo upon the 
rcadinge of ſuch ſound dodrine as the D. here layeth downe (a. 
e2inlt all ſound writers) for the juflifying as from the words of 
God all degres of Miniitery 4n the Church, the Popes and Cardi- 
nals onely excepted and foreprized. I will not anſwere his /arca/me, 
with Biſhop Iewels ſpeach againſt Hardinge and the like popiſh 
proctors, T be peace Which they Weuld bave, u #ncly the reſt of dle bel. 
4s: But wiſh the D.to knoyge,that we hate diviſion and ſchiſme, 
and are the ſonnes of peace, deſyring peace with all men, aſmuch 
as is poſlible, &wil ſtande with holynes, And I ſay to him and the 
relt of his tellowes (as the Apoſtle did of kis Acculers) you are not 
able to prove thoſe things, which for profitr, advantage, or prefers 
ment, or of anger, and in heate of contention (which worketh not 
the righteouſnes of God,) you ſpeak and wryte and ſuggeſte 2» | 
gainſt us. Facile cſt maledictum ex trivio arripere, et in optimum 
quemque jacere: but {i accuſaſle ſufficict, nemo erit innocens, [ 
doubt not the reader wil remember,that aliud c{t madedicere,aliud 
accuſare &c. and thattheD. hath uſed many calumngniations more 

firt to be ſpitr at, then ſpoken to. As for his conduide Glonicg 

after them, that his Ret. reſolurioſſin anſwering his ſermon, rhough 
gilded over With glorioxs Words, Was nagght, els, but to publiſhe and diſperſe 

a mallicious diffamatorie libell, and fo, te the manner of other malefattor;, 

to hide bis heade. I muſt touch vpon it alittle, and wiſhe it be conſi- 
dered, whether he ſhewerh not himſclf as full of ſplene and ſpite 28 

he is empty ef good reaſon. Firſt he therefore calleth it a bell be= 
cauſe the Author putt not his name to it. Whercin as he jumpeth 

with the Papifts; ſo heis anſwered already in the anſwers to them, 

I paſſe over Briſtowes challenge mencioned by DoGor Reynoldes 

in his preface to the Vniverſity of Oxford vpon his Theſes of the 

Holy ſcriptures, and Church, where Briſtowe required the Author 

ro putt kis game to it &c, Bellarmiue excepting and objecting 
CErtaing 
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Anſwere ts the B.preface. 67 
ineine treatiſes and reſolutions of John Gerſon tranflated, for 
tharthe tranſlator putr not to his name, ſaith againſt him,ther the 


ſeymng of Cr iſt is verified, fobn, 3. qui male agit, odut lncems , and crieth, 


that, be was aſhamed to wake bis name knowne , as the Door doth a- 
gainft his Refuter, charging him as « walefattor 19 bide biy head. But 
Fryar Paulus in his Apologie, ſhall ferve the DoRors turne aſwell 


| as Bellarmins, who anſwereth ( page 3+) / ſee no reaſon ( fayth be) 


why of neceſſity be Was 10 putt to his name,vnleſſe it be taken ſrom a ruie that 
every tranſlator is to doe the like © ve rather blame them that think to Winne 
themſelves credite , by making preface or T able, &c. Drot(ſe ror kes extent 
of the Greek, Fathers tranſlaed mts Latin,carry not the names of the ron fla- 
tor ec. ((orifÞ approved not the advice of bus kwnſfolkes , tranſi hine et wade 
in ludcam : but anſwered as m many caſe bis feruants way onſwere ( and 
the Refater at, thu time ) T empus menm &c. my time ir not yet , Suvt- 
þ( ſarth he, page, 4.) the gloriow lnftre of the authors titkes 11 net a matey 
of ſuch prejadrce 4» ſhould overthrow the cauſe of him. that, propofeth it with 
out manifeſting bis name according to the courſe holden,4n the ceuncell of the 
eAreopagutes, Hardinge alſo calleth the Apologie which Biſhop 
Jewell wrote ( amongeſt other reproachtfnll rermes,) « famors li 


- bell and @ flanderoxs Writt , becauſe it Was printed Wrthout priviledge, 


and no ans name ſett 19 it, 6, To whom Bithoplewell giveth an 
anſwere, ( Defenc.. part 1. cap. 4. divif. 2:) that will fitt as 
cloſe'to the DocToks backe, 3s the coate that is made for ir, 
Mult it need followe (layth he ) that alt bookes not ſubſerrbed with the au. 
thort names ave hibclls? To beginne With the feriptureas ( ſayih he , Ywbe 
Wrote the beokes of Genefir, Exodus, Leviticus, I numbers, Dentermomy, 
foſbna, fud 25 , Kinges, (broneles , Tob, ec. What name bath the Epif1le 
tothe Flebrewes part to it, ee. And ſo reckoning up diverſe other 
parts of the ſcriptvres, with the Apoftles Creed and other wry- 
tings of men that ſubſcribed not their names tothem, al keth him 
whether he would make his brethren beleeve, that all theſe be but l;- 
bels, flannderous Wern's ec. and lo concludeth that it is meyther neceſe 
fory ner commenty (es to joyne prevate names 10 publik matters; but wo« 
delty rather 108 to dee it Ee. as the reader may ſee at large. 

_ Secondly whereas the Doc.calleth the Refuters anſwere « ma- 
Wins dF epatory libell. 1 apcale to the reader to determine. 1. v he- 
ther 
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G2 Anſwere to the D. preface. 
ther it be not a malicious launder of him ſo to call it, and whar 
honeſty there is in him , ſeing ( as I ſuppoſe) there can no one ſen. 
rence be produced thereour, deſerving that cenſure, mach leſſe the 
whole buoke? 2, Whether (in what meaſure ſoever the refuter be 
guiltie of that crime) the DoR. hath any reaſon to argue him of it, 
1r being apparanc to any that will compare the retut: an{were, with 
the DoRors defence, that he may ten times , yea ten tymes ten 
tymes (ay, T wpe ei# Dottori ec.with that of Ierom(regula Monach) 
perdit authoricatem docends cujus ſermo opere deſtruatuer, But thirdly,when 
he chargeth his Refuter after the manner of other malefattor; therfore 
to bide his head, becauſe he put not to his name; what elſe be. 
wrayeth he,but that he is one of thoſe Doegs,(I might ſay doggs) 
ke 2 that hunt drie foot thirſting after blood. I wiſh him well,& would 
$a: blood, have him knowe, that, lert the termes be equall & as they ought 
'* tobe, his refuter wil ſhewe his head when and where he will. But 
the Door is wiſe ( though he here danceth in a nett) in that he 
is deſirous to ſee his Refuters head:he knoweth well, heſhall ſhort- 
ly after ſee his body in the Clink or Gatchowſe,or (ome ſuch ſwete 
The DoR. place for diſputario.In the mean time,if he be a malefaRor, let the 


calumnia- D.beare witnes of the evil;but let him not bear falſe witnes againſt . 


beth. him as a malefaRor, as every where almoſt he hath done, through- 


out his defence . As in the next words, where he chargerh his ref: 
wah wilfull falifycations depravations, forged calumations, ſophiſtical ſhift: & 
evaſias to elude the lyght of truth cootting his conſcience: and whereas his 
ref: \imply& ex animo cofcilerh his weaknes & wents in the anſwere, 
he chargeth him to ſpeake it by a: /rome, ſo reproaching all that is 
ſayd of what kinde ſoever . 
SeR.z.Ref. He diſdeyneth,thar his refuter ſhould fay,there is not «ſyllable of «19 
p.3.9.&D. ſound proof m bu ſermon, & prayeth God to give hins grace to repent, of 
P-1%+17* bis blaſphemy againſt the truth he delrvered. Timbrace his charitie,but 
ſce nor the refuters blaſphemie. However the note of blaſphemic 
againſt the truth, maketh a loud crie, in the care of the ſimple;yet# 
cs _ doth it never the more prove the do@rine of his ſerms to be true. 
Nis I I aftirme with the Ref: ſti); that the foundation whereon he built 
with blaC. his ſermon will nor beare it, the building is ruinous: and weakly 
phemy, underpropped in telling vs, he taketh God to Witnes that, the proofet al- 
proveth it Jeadged m his ſermon, are ſuch as faniſfy his owne conſcience , and that, ht 
nada. eruiteth be may Without any great boaftmg afiume as good [ kell yo himſelf, 
to 
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An were tot - D. preface, 
to fudge of 1 as bois Refer ce. 1 feare me, it will 
by char rime all be layd togither, thar he hath ofren fallen fowle 
ypon his ancres, and that neither his conſcience nor his \kil how - 
ever aſumed , are fitt Iudpes in this caſe; my ſight hath fayled me, 
and Iam much miſtaken 1f I have nor ſeene {ome men of as muck 
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. note for conſcience,and (kill, as the Door here afſumeth to hint 
L fl (lf, who yer have foyled both , when they have once undertake 
) 2 badd cauſe. But to progeede, it is worth the noting, that he cal. 
s leth all to conſider of the blaſphemie, ſaying. eAnd What, was it 
C thats he hath thus cenſured? eA ſermon tered m the preſence of God , m the 
s rome of Chriſt , before a moſt honourable Auditorie, by a «Mmmnſter of the 
) Wl Goffel; foul} [ay a ſormd and faichfull as himſelfe ? no? diſdeyne the comperi- 
; fon, (for by hus fruites m bug booke he hath to my ſeeming beverayed an wnſound 
t judgement , an evil conſcience, and an wnſanttified bart) f truſt } maye ſay, 
i by 4 miſter of the Goſpel, as ſound and orthodoxall as bis betters,as conſ- 
6 cxonable tn all bis ſermons and writmgs, and 4s carefull to delrvey nothing but 
i the truth of God. Ae thinks, he ſhould rather have trembled to think of con- 
6 fatinge a ſermoon of ſuch an one &+c. then have dared thus to confute it. 7s this 
6 the reverend eſtimation that yow Would Wwork_m the peoples mindes of the word 
& preached 56 f& What ſhall I faye to this Doctor? Oh 
4 quam elatus? profeRo latis proimperiolo ſuo, What woulde 
f: he have ſayd, and how would he have diſdeyned, and diſdeyned a- 
4 gayne, if he had bin but a degree higher, butaDEANE, aſ- 
5 well as a Door? Butto anſwer this great charge, what if I ſhould 
> inſtance, for an aſſumption to his propofition, bur a fewe ſermons 


preached at Pauls Croſſe as famous a place asLambithe,by m&,thar 
take themſelves to be as good divines as he,that yet have(in the D. 


d/ conſcience) delivered vnſound pointes of dodrine? will he main- 
q teyne the coſequence of his propolition, that we ſhould rather tre- 


ble to think of the confurting of them; then once to dare to cenſure 


jo them?I appeale to his conſcience, whether Biſhop Bilſons ſermon 
HW concerning Chriſts ſuffrings and diſcenfion was in ail points ſound 


or no? and yet he taketh himſelf to be as ſound a divine as the D. 
and it may be will diſdeyne the compariſon too, Burt to ſpeake ad 
ly dem, lett the D. ſuppoſe, that if a diſcipliarian (as the D. callerk 
them) if any may be found comparable to him, with great plenty 
of Argumentes and Teſtimonies truely and faithfully alleadged, 
dliyer, that there is no ſuch preheminence, and ſuperiority of 

I Bithops 


af 
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Anſwretthe D. praface. | 
Bilhops over ether Miniſters, and the D. ſhould have excepted 4. 
g2inſt it, and refuting ir have given the ſame cenſure on ir,tha the 
Ref. hath done on his ſermon; and hereplyed as the D, here doth, 
eAnd What bath he thus cenſured? «Af ſermon uttred in the preſence of God, 
wn the roome of (briſte, before a moſt honorable Auditory ec. would the 
D. have demed this ſpeach reaſonable? Eoqnomns he not, that it is 
poſſible enough for as faithfull Minitters and as ſound and orths. 
doxal| divines as himſclf eyer was or 1s life to be; notwithſtanding 
theu foundnes in other points of divinine, to preach and print (az 
well as Mr.D.) that which hath (if we may beleeve him) ſcarce one 
word of truth, or ſyllable of ſound proot in it? What ſaith he tg 
Calvin,B-za, and other worthy divines, admirably ſound and or. 
thodoxall in all ſubfiantall pointes of religion by his owne confef- 
fion? Have they not both preached and printed the cleane contra» 
ry docrineto his ſermo concerning the governmet of the Church? 
How often doth he in his ſermon centure their ſermos & writings, 
and all that is ſayd by themto be bur prerey arid winry proofes, mere co- 
tours, no ſound arguments &c. the diſcipline to be pretended, their owne 
dewiſer: yea, and ypon his ſecond thoughts in his defence, doth he 
not charge a freſh, all that is fayd by them or any other, to be falſe, » 
wgounterfert, novelouws? and affirmeth he not, that it their can but one 
proofe be brought for it,he will yeild &c. Mought not a man now 
turne the D. (peach ypon him, and faye, what 1s that which by his. 
ſermon he hath ſo cenſured? even fermons and writings uttred in 
the preſence of God &c. me thinkes he ſhould rather have trem- 
bled to think of preaching ſuch a ſermon as that was, that contu- 
ted the ſermons and writings, not of one, but of many Miniſters 
of che Goſpcll; ſhall I ſay as ſound and faithfu!l as himſelf? It L 
were as diſdeynfull as he, I mought diſdeyn the compariſon: I truſt 
T may lay as found and orthodoxall as his betters: for his owne 
comendation of them cI{where proverth it. Is thisthe reverend c{- 
timation he would work in the peoples mindes of the word pret-? 
chcd by ch.-n,ard of their worthylabours (predd abroad through 
out the world 2 Or muſt they think that none make conſcience of 
preaching he truth but the D. ard the men of his fide? What fayd 
I, the men of his fide? nay he carcth not rocontrowle ſome of the 
alſo. Biſhop Hooper a faithfull Miniſter ſound and orthodorall, 
preached toas hongrable an Auduory, as that at Lambith,gven ” 
an 
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nd before King zdward the fixt,againſt the Surplice, and knee- 
ling to receive the communion &c. and yerthe DoRor cenſureth 
him for itin his preface , as deeply as the Refuter doth the Doc- 
tors ſermon. 

es Bur paſſe wee ( over his flaunderous ſpeaches in the SeR. 3. 
next words) to page 18. where he affirmeth, T har tbe newe divines mn pag. ®. 
eted by the refiter are incompetent Witneſſes in « queſtion of ſtory F—_ _ + PIs 
" thmges done or not done 1409.07 1500. yeares before their ume, themſelves 
þ fr the moſt part being parties in the cauſe, Whercin howe neere he 
drawerh to that Pithagoricall ates epha , who with one daſh of 
his pen , croſfeth out ſu many worthyes, upon pretence thar they 
aceparties, and but men of yeſterday, and therefore muſt noe 
be heard ſpeake, but hunſelf onely,let the reader judge. But how 
ever he ſheweth himſelfe to be one of them , whom Ierom wry- 
teth of, qui tantam ſibt ſumit authoritatem , ut five dextra dow 
ceat ſive finiſtra, diſcipulos nolnig ratione diſcutere , ſed fe pre 
ceſſorem ſequi: yet we muſt followe the ſame mans counſel in E- 
pheſ, lib. 3+ cap. 5. to read and meditate, vt probati Trapezitz TheD, 
(ciamus, quis nummus probus, quis adulterinus . For even here, miſtakerk 
 vhere the Door maketh the newe divines cited by the Refuterg *h< mat- 


incompetent witneſſes for matter of fat , he much miſtaketh the GS 


matter, ſeing the whole diſpute is de jure and not de fats; for who ,,, ._ 
ever denied the ſuperioritie of Biſhops over other Miniſters de fatto oth the 
to be ancient? Bur if it were the queſtion, they are every way as ncwe di- 
competent witneſſes, as many of them preduced by the DoRor vines in- 
(vhogive teſtimonic to fnatters of fat done or not done , 3. 4. <2 Pp<rent 


500, yeares before they were borne ); being as able to judge as witnclles, 


they and more tao , having read the ſtories, conferred them, and 
obſerved how new inventions crept in, how matters from time to 
time were carried , and by what ſtepps and ſtaires,the man of ſin, 
that Antichriſt of Reme,aſceded to the top of his Luciferis pride, 
b having I ſay better done theſe things, then thoſe he alleadgeth. 

2, Where he maketh them «competent, for that for the moſt part, 
they are(as he ſaith) parties ro the cauſe, lett him confider, that if this The D. by 
propolition of h1s be good, viz. All they ave mccmpetent Witneſſes who his owne 
of fr the moſt part parties to the cauſe; whether this aſſumption follow- * me th 
Ing. viz. But all the Doftor: Weuneſſes for bis ſuperioritie of Brſhops over Mi- his = h  , 
ae; , oe for the moiF part parties in the cauſe (being Biſbops for the moſt (<5 invom... 
bt « himſelfe wiineſſeth ) : T herefore they are mcompetent» Cc percur, 
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Let the DoR. affirme the propoſition againſt the newe divi 
will make good the afuaption againſt the old, by his owne = 
Let therefore the conclufion be, if he will: That we will heare ney. 
ther ſpeake,but the word of God onely;#bs diſcutian cauſam noſty;, 
ow _ Bur yet his rejeRing of the newe writers after this ſorte, as incom. 
Waxech alt Percent witneſſes and his reaſons for it, may not be paſſed fro, with 
ournewe filence. Fort, whereas the quzſtions are to be decided by the 
divines for (criptures, (which, I hope,he will nor refuſe as Iudges, concerning 
miſinter- the ſubſtance of diſcipline ro be obſerved and continued in the 
prennz Churth till Chriſts comming,)and thoſe newe writers mentioned 
ers by the Refuter ( called ſound & orthodoxall by himſclfe) have al- 
"* leadgedand interpreted the (criptures againſt the doArine of the 
Doors ſermon: what doth he in rejeing them as parties, but 
cenſure them to have alleadged interpreted,and applied the (crips 
tures corruptly,(eyen to mainteyne a faction) and nor dealt there. 
in ſyncerely as in the fight of god? Yea wheras divers of chem al. 
{o have cited T ertulhan, (iprian, eAmbroſee Auguſtin, ferom and other 
Fathers, and ſv expounded them,as the men of our ſide doe,as di- 
yerſe of the learned Papiſts have ingennioufly acknowledged: what 


doth the D. by this cenſure but charge the ro have perverted their , 


meaning alſo, and fo to have dealt both weakly and corruptly? 
What could Stapleton, Fw ding ,Bellarmine,Gretzer Boſuus,Staphilw,ot 
any of the moſt ſpitefull& calumnious Papiſts have ſaid more to 
the diſgrace of thoſe ſound and orthodoxal Divines? Was theD, 
wel adviſed think ye, to preſent ſo pleaſant a ſpeRacle to the como 
adverſary,whoſe delight is to ſee mire and dure caſt upon our wor- 
thy writers , to the diſgrace of them , and in them of the common 
faith? And ſing he thus dealeth with ſo many , ſo learned, ſo ju- 
dicious and orthodoxal, ſo faithful and conſcionable divines (as 
{ his conſcience telleth him, and his pen hath tolde vs, they are,)no 
marveile though he dealeth as he doth with his refuter , yea what 


other can we looke for at his hands, (who carricth ( even of the / 


beſt) ſo baſe and vile eſtimation) though he maketh as if he were 
loth todo it, pag. 20? 


Seft.4.Re- Touching the Refuters dire&ions(as the D. is pleaſed to terme 
fut: pag. 9. them) to the reader; I paſſe by the firſt of them, onely wiſhing it to 


19-1>'P35- beobſerved how captious he is, 1, in aſſuming thar of Pychagorss 
to 
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tohimſelfe , which the Re: {pake no more to him, then to his 
ſelf, while he giveth ir as a reaſon , why he witheth the reader 10 be- 
heeve no farther then evidence truely produced leadeth him. 2. in excepting 
agaiaſt the teſtimonies of ſerom and Terrullian as vnfittly cited, 
by the refuter: becauſe they difſwade from giving credire to fame and 
uncerteine rweors: As if they did nor fir thoſe pertons (of whom we 
have t00 many ):hat are tranſported with the name & fame of the 
Door, to belceve all he ſaith, without any examination of his 

coofes . In the next place, where the refuter wiſheth the reader 
to think, wth bimſe!ſe, that, if be find no ſuſficiencie in the Dottors reaſons to 
inforce the acknowledgment of hu4 dottrine for true; that then it is not elſewhers 
zo be had: becauſe be being kyovVone to be a ſcholler,and profeſſing to have read 
the chetf T reatiſa on both ſ;des, it 1s bkely that, there 15 in bis ſermon the pith 
and ſubftance of all, that, all of them can ſay (or themſelves end againſt vr. 
M. Do&or anſwerethyjt is 41 vmeaſonable motion; and the reaſons thereof 
contradift , both What he ſayd even nowe, and are contradifted by what be 
effir meth afterwards, And to prove that the motion is vnreaſona- 
ble, hz afticmerh it to be varer/0nable, the Weight of the whole cauſe, ſhould 
le v211 one ſhot ſermon vttered by (6 natane @ man 4s himſelfe. The which, 
(to vſ: his owne wordes) is an unceaſonable reaſon, and ſuch as 


_ contraditeth what he ſayd even nowe, and is contradizd by that 


which he aftirmeth afterwards. Even nowe he ſayd that the proofs 
which he vſed in his ſermon were ſuch as {ati/fyed brs owne conſerence, 
aud that, without boaſting he mought aſſume to himſelfe as goad hall to judge 
of an arguments, as the refuter or others of his fide; he calleth it blaſphemy 
aganſt the rrath, that his ſermon was cenſured to haye no found 
roofe in it , he ſayth, he is a enter of the Gafprll, What? as 
und and faithfull as the refuter? ao, he di/deyneth the compariſon: 
but as [ound «nd orthodox all as hs betters, and as conſernable m all his 
ſernwons and Writinges, and as careful to delrver nothing but the truth of 
God, And that his refuter cannot deny him to be a faithfull eAM1- 
miſter and orthodoxall Drome. Agaync, thats be is perſwaded in bis 
emſcience, the Refater hath nat coromnced him of any ove untruth through- 
out the hole body of his ſermon. All chis he boaſted, even nowe,of him« 
ſelf, & ſomewhat clſe a litle before; & yet now with the turning of 
the page he is becoe(if he mzan as he (aith)a mean man, &(o mean 
as it is an ynreaſoable motio to defire any to think, that it there be 
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by an iro- 


lincerely, 
orelle he 
contradic- 
teth hun- 
tel. 


TheD. 
diſmem- 
breth the 
Ref. words 
and reaſ(0- 
meth ex 
male divt- 
us. 


Pyther the no ſufficiency in his reaſons;it is not elſewhere to be had:either he 
D.ipzaccrh (peaketh by an ironic and not ſyncerely;orelſec his former {peaches 


ny and not 
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cotradict this later, And how it is contradicted by that he ſpeaketh 
afterwards, appearcth throughout his whole booke,wherein every 
where he advanceth himfſclte above meaſure : yea in this yery (ce. 
ion, he {tandeth upon the creditr of his evidence with a witnes, 
making this offer that be * Well contented to be erednted m nothmy gf there 
be not better evidence m his ſermon and the defence of «t , for the epiſcopal yo- 
vernment ; then is to be fiund for the diſcipline in queſiron , in all the Writmgs 
of the diſciplmarians; (0 advancing himtelf above all thoſe ſound and 
orthodoxall divines in the world, that are by all ſoundly lear- 
ncd, counted the lightes of the world. Thus can he 
play faſt and looſe, vp and downe, debaſe and advance himſclfe, as 
may make for advantage; before he was alofte as we have hearde, 
learned and skilful to judge of an argument, &c. a faithfull Mini- 
ſter,an orthodoxal divine &c. nowe he is a meane man,& ſo meane 
a man,as if he had not a fellow on his fide to match him. By & by 
he is up on high again, & diſdeyning compariſo with his Refurer, 
advanceth himfelt above all that have write for the diſcipline, Lu- 


ther,Calvin, Beza, &c. Yea pawneth his creditt concerning all that . 


ever he wrote of what ſubje& ſocver, upon his truth and ſufficien- 
ciein this one point. Bur let vs nowe ſe the double contradi&i- 
on in the refuters reaſons,as the Door calleth them ; but is bur 
one reaſon as the refuter hath layd it downe, & the reader will not 
be ſo ſimple, as ro make the firſt clauſe or mEber of a ſentence, (as 
the Door here divideth it) a reaſon: that becauſe the DoRoris 
a Scholler , therefore he hath in his ſermon ſayd aſmuch, as can be 
ſayd of thatargument, He mought well enough, for all that, have 
ſayd nothing to it: butthe DoRor is very ready to divide, where 
his refuter conjoyneth, it ſeemeth to allude to his owne words 

age 146, His retuters reaſo was too ſtrong for him ro deale with, 
whiles the Medius termiaus,conſiſting of two branches,was boid 
togither, and therefore he diflolverh it , raking cach branch by it 
ſelfe, indeavouring like a grofſe headed Sophiſter , to perſwade the 
reader, that becauſe he can bowe each twigge ſeverally, theretare 
he can breake the whole bundell or faggote. But what the Doftor 
here weakneth (or rather ſcofteth at ) by diſſolving, T will ſieng- 
thea by vaiting , thus, th 
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He be ir knordne y gary oy judge of aw argument, 
8 Gund and orthodoxall droine , and profeſſeth ts have read the cheſs treaties 
Wriiten on, both ſides im this controveyſie, and to have ſet downe m a ſermon, 
wrrered in the preſence ofGod, 5 in the room of Chriſt thoſe arguments which 
þr the fu! nes and plentifulnes of their prooft ſaniſfied bus owne conſcrence, Of 
him, i is lekgly ve may recerve the very puh and ſubſtance of all, that, al! of 
them can ſay, eyther for themſelves, or againFt vs , 

But the Doflor 14 known to be ſuch a ſcholler, and to have done all this, 
Fot he profeſſeth as much of himſclte, as we have already heard. 

T herefor e of bums 54 12 lik;ly ve may receive the very pr and ſubſtance of 
all that all of thews can ſay for themſelves or againſt wt. For we cannot im- 
magine, that ſuch a ſcholler , ſo {kilfull ro judge of an argument, 
ſuch a divine ſo orthodoxall, and fo faithfull a Miniſter, as he pro- 
feſſeth him(clt ro be (& we will not diſpute the contrary with him, 
we envie it not) having read the cheite treatiſes as he ſaith, would 
receive ſatiſfation and be perſwaded* by the weakeſt reaſons; or 
make any other choiſe bur of the cheife,the firſt borne & firengrh 
of all the argumenrs he read, ro utter in the preſence of God, & in 
the roome of Chriſt, eſpecially before that hanourable auditory as 


- hecall:tlvie, Who would offer hirm-that wrong, as to think he did 


not, againſt thar day, gleane out the pith an4 ſubſtance of what he 
had read , and could be ſayd therein, buec that for want of ſkill or 
will to make the beſt of 'that he had read for his owne advantage 
and his cauſe, lefr out the beſt proofes and made choiſe of the 
worſt > But what ſaith he againſt this? or how maketh he his 
Refurcrs contradictions to apprare 2 To lett his ſcofte alone, 
when he telleth vs he hath bene a ſcholler ever ſince he was five 
yeares old; x. He would knowe hovy ut can be , that hethould 
have the pith and ſubſtance of all that can be ſayd in that eontro- 
verſie, ſ-ing his refurer chargerh him to OD proofe> The 
anſwere thereunto 1s eaſy, For putr cale, thoſe cheife treariſes 
which he read, anJ from whence he received ſatiſfaRion , be 
without ſound proofe (as in deed they are ) may he net have 
the pith and ſubſtance of them all, and yer ail-he hath be with 
out proofe? 2. He telleth vs, chat. it is not poſſible that all Which be 
edal the reiÞ can ſay,can be compriſed m [6 ſhort a ſermo. And I beleeve 17; 
| For 


Set, 5.D. 
page 20.21. ſwered concerninge the Refuters preface: he ſhould nowe have 


35, 


dcale more,then can becomprized in - thort a fermom;for beſides 
all that ke hath ſpoken pertinent to' the purpoſe, though nothi 
ro prove the point in queltion,I dare be belds to fs therein 
a century of varruthes, {arcaſmes, {landers and many things of 
like ſort, Bur all this while, how proverh he that double contra. 
diction he ſpake of? Nay where doth the Ref. ſaye (as the D. infi- 
nuatcth) that all chat he and the men of his fide can faic, is com- 
priſed in his ſermon? That which the Ref. ſaith, is poſſible c- 
nough, to witt, that the pith and ſubſtance of all (hew much ſoe- 
ver it be, ) that he and all of his fide can ſay in this controverſy to 
any purpoſe, may be comprized in as ſhort a ſermon as his, which 
fillech vp an 100. pages; and was not onely preached, before that 
moſt honorable auduorieas he faith;bur allo vp6 ſecond thoughts 
and mature deliberation enlarged, and publiſhed ro the world, 
Thus we (ec how well hc hath proved both the vnreaſonablenes of 
the Ref. motion; and the contradiions charged vpon the reaſon 
thereof. As for his good admonitions in his epilogue and elſe. 
where, (how ever dclvered by him not without mixture of gall & 
wormewood) we have ſo learned to make uſe and profit of the 
wordes of our enemies, as we willingly imbrace them, 

Thus much in reply to that which the DoRor hath an- 


defended his owne preface againſt the anſwere to it, but that 
he vtterly refuſcth ; becauſe, 1. it is 4 mere bbell conſiſting of noto- 
rious cavillations, mallicious calummiations,and perſonall ervetrve. 2. there 
is no material thing in u Which « not fully anſwered in the defence of bi: ſer- 
mor. 3. the defence of his ſermon ut ſelfe beg growne to [o great a volume;he 
ſhould preatly Wrong both himſelf «nd his reader in anſwermy «t . 4. bu rt- 


| ffter beinge m the darke, and be in the light, «t is 4 werye wnequal 


combate 5c. And therefore in ſteade of anſweringe, he falleth to 


adviſinge, as we ſhall ſee when I have given anſwere to theſe ſeverall 7 


pointes, Letr the reader, concerninge the firſt, judge, whether the 
D-s. owne wordes may not be banded backe agayne, 'and charged 
more juſtly vpon his preface,the vpon the anſwere to it? But albeit 
borh that his preface and this whole defence are in the higheſt de- 

ree guiltie of thoſs 3. notorious evils charged vpon the Refu. an- 


were; yet I will ſpare him thercin, and onely demaund whether it 
ſtandah 
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For by this his defence it appearcth'that he himſelf canfaie a prex - IN © 


3% Wy OED, '. ' * is % ld. A 

' Kindetirwich any equirie, for him ar hiv pleafureto finite 25 with. 

and not forus, onceto ſheild juſte de ro beare of 
bis blowes; for him,as ſaich, venenararela jacere, but notfor” ,,.. pro 
us nicdicinam facere? Asif Caius Fimbria were revived, who when zeſcio 

he had not; as he deſired, flaine Q. Scevola, accuſed him in judg» Amerino, 
mear, qzod nou 2orums teluns corpore recepiſſet, that he had nor ſulfred, 
the whole weapon wherewith he was ſmitten ro enter his body. 
= Tothe ſecond, I anſwer, that the reaſon were good, yf what he 
= ſaith were true, but the reader comparinge them togither, will 
at figde no one mater1all thing eyther fully or once in part anſwered 
0 in the defence of his ſerm6, how ever here and there he ſhall meere, 
h with revylinge and reproachfull (peaches caſt  90- the Ref. for it. 

* As forthe third, I will not deny bur his defence is growne to a 
$ great yolume in deed, and ſo great, that he ſhould nor onely have 
wronged himſelf and his reader by making it greater as he ſayth; 
f but that he hath wronged them both and his Ref: roo, in making 
0 it ſo greate as it is; conſidering it is growne to that greatnes,as by 
M many notorious vntruthes, ſo alſp by thoſe three impurarions 
c falſly charged vpon his Ref: And I wiſh he had regarded more feri- 
© * © ouſly what he had committed to the Preſſe for the judgment of the 


S 


preſent age and —— and that he had not ſo much yeilded 
: to his inordinate afteQion and corruption, as to make his volume 
X ſwell with ſuch birter ſpeaches,ſo full of choler, & vnpleaſant flows 
, ers of his rethorick, nor reſpe&ting what became him, that com- 


mendeth mildenes to others, & propoſerth for that purpoſe the ve- 
| ry example of our Lord and Mr. Chriſt. If he had defended truth, 
; as truth requireth to be defended, he would never have prefented 
| that pleſant ſpeRacle ( he ſpeaketh of ) to the comon adverſary. 
| If in any ſort, bitternes hath bin vſedin our defenſe by any, who 
| have bin ſtrangely. dealt with, through which perhaps ſome have 
| metered ſome-diſtempered peach; the DI doubt not, hath paid 
'f them all home their owne againe with large intereſt, and meaſure 
even fu!l & running over, as one that counted it ( whatſoever he 
profeſſeth to the corrary)a diſparagement to be overcome in ſuch 

a contention, 
Laſtly couching the fourth, where he caſteth them into the dark 


that doe not putt their names tO their writings &c, What _— 
K 


that ſpeach of his , ( befides the wrong oftred to the pen-men of 
rs rang pr een, 0 mankgnn Larry ( as is before ſayd) 
but extreame dealing of the Biſhops , towards us , why elſc ſhould 
we net dare to be ſcene in a cauſe, ſo dearcly raught in the word 
of God, and ſo famouſly profeſſed and practiſed by ſo many , even 
the beſt reformed Churches in the world? As for the refuter, he is 
aſmuch inthe light as the DoRor, and as wel knowne to the world 


as he, (if [ miſtake not the man) though not ſo well knowne to be | 


the Refurer as the D,is ro be the defender. Let his Lordbiſhops lay 
by their impriſonment, and other extreame dealings, and ceaſe ty 
be Iudges in their owne cauſe, and that without baile or main- 
prize or benefite oFappeale inforcing us to indure their ſentences; 
and the D. ſhall ſoone ſec his adverſaric in the face. Till then,the 
reader will both judge his requeſt yareaſonable; ſeing manifeſt ex- 
perience witneſſeth that the mildeſt men for bookes written with» 
our bitrernes, have drunk deep of the Biſhops cupp,mixt with the 
ſpice of their impriſonments,degradartions and ſuch like; and alſo 

ceme hima man of no great valour, for counting that combate 
vnequall, when he figheth with ar Adverſary, that is not ſhurt vp 
in priſon, and hath not his weapons blunted or rather caken from 


him by that meanes. Thus much breifly to his reaſons pretens © 


ded for not replying to the Refuters anſwere, I ſay pretended, be- 
ing perſwaded, the reaſon that moved him indeed not ro make re» 
ply,was for that his coſcience covinced him of many foul offences 
therein, had not grace freely ro acknowledge them. Bur to 
drawe to an ende, his concluſion is. T hat in ſtead of anſwermy tha 
Which is peſt, be will advyſe for the time 10 come, that they who Wwilbe eftee- 
weed wen of ſyneerity, When they publiſh ary boskzs, ( eſpecially ſuch as they 
dare not [ett their nama vnto) Would have ſperiall care not to diſgrace any 
0415 perſon, leaft they make themſelver gualry of that moſte baſe and odvwu 
crane of hibelling ec. Leaſt they ſubjef? thewoſclves to the fearrfull Caſe of 


TheD.in God 6. The which as I gladly imbrace, fo I wiſh himſelf had tol- , 


the end of Jowed his owne counſ(cl}, ( eſpecially in this his concluſion, in the 
- ſertce, ende whereof he forgerteth, what he adviſeth in the beginning) ſo 
—_ mought. he have bene eſteemed a man of ſome ſyncerity and bene 
viſcehin fr<<d both from thatevill of fin he caſt ypon his Refuter, and the 
the begin. vill of puniſhment he hath caſt him under : vnder both whicli by 


nings, his ownc ſentence, he hath throwne himſelb; all men kiog , _ 


F 


'up his mouth wich this profeſſion, that (as if 
his Refuter were the vilelt man 
in the world) bu 


ſharpeſt anſweres ae buz too wilds 
for hum. 


Page 23.27» 


"THE FIRST PART. 
THE SECOND BOOKE ' 


Chap. r. Of the Refuters preamble and the Doors 
exceptions to it, eſpecially concerning the 
choiſe of his text, handled by the D. 
lib. 1..cap. 1. | 


He Refuter of the D.ſerm6, having throughly viewed the 

frame of the whole, and ftrength of every part, held it a 

point of honeſt & playne dealing, at his firſt entrance vp6 

the aniwere, to informe his reader , what he conceived of 
ir; both concerning the worke ic (elfe, and the author of ir. Of the 
worke he ſayth(page 1.) hat. it was « building ruinous and tottering yea« 
dy to type and fall, and of the Author, that though be boaſted of much 
riches, yet be ſhevved himſelf poore and lutle worth . For where he made « gls- 
rious ſhewe , of building a ſtrong and goodly manſion , or tower of defince, for 
onr reverend Biſhops to reft their Lordſhups m ; he had ſcarce one ſtuk or 
ſtone of his orwne to builde With;nor ( as it ſeemed)one foor of firm or faſt ground 
80 ſet it on. Hereat the Do&or (corneth , and with much choler, 
wrath,and rage breaketh our, atthe firſt daſh, beyond all bounds 
of charitic and mrodeſtic; charging his Refuter with this reſolutis, 
that before be Would incounter the ſermon it ſelfe, he thought good to ſpend 
fome of his fþlene, vpon the author of the ſermon, the matter and the text; (0 
making himſelfe privie to an other mans thoughts. Burt how c- 
meth he to that intelligence? Forſooth, becauſe he bcholdeth in 
him, « prowd inſulting over the Author, a ſcornefull gibing at the matter, & 
4 captious carping ats the choiſe of the text . For towards the author(whoſe 
creditr muſt needs be very deare to the DoReor ) he behaveth him 
ſelf ths another inſulting Goliah, gibmge T obiab, and ſlandering Sanballat; 
and(though his Refuter be but a worthleſs and wilef fellow (pag. 4) 
yet in arrogant vantinge, he playcth the part of Progopounice him elf 
&Cc. page 25- And touching the matter, becauſc the Refuter ſaid 
it was borrowed out of D. Bilſons booke of perpetuall govermet 
&c. he raketh ir for a gibe or ſcoffe,, and rejeReth it, as « baſe caluwmi- 
«tion, framed according to his opwpne prattiſe and as an objeRion of a child- 


3 


- 
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| "| = C | 087. oy | Cap, 7 
et odion ville ends facies bbeller and ſuch like; " Beholde 
forme of the taireſt lowers of the Ds, defenſe,concerninge the 
Author and matcer of his ſermon; vnleſs the reader will grre the 
r to thele high praiſes, ſert by himſelf as a gartand vpon 
isowne heade, vizs that be commerh to the combate in ſimple manner , 
hike David With 5. ſmozth ſfones(for ſo he calleth the: 5. pointes of his 
ſermon, now reduced by himſelf to 4.) mkemout of rhe fountayne of 
* Gods word ec. that the moſt of his allegations ave of his owne readinge, that 
he is not conſcious to himſelf, ether im that ſermon. or any other verumge, to 
hoe taken any one line from any, without citinge the Author; And that in 
9:07. 10. daies ſrove, (to provide for bis ſermon) he hath 5 (&r1ifyed the cauſe 
of the Biſhops, that the greateſt Wworthies of the adver ſaryes parte oſ2ylinge 18 
th all their force, have not bin able in twice ſs many moneths, 10 make the 
left breach therein cc. Burt, I doubt not bur, he thar readeth, will 
conſider otherwiſe of the matter; and that as there is no reaſon, he 
ſhould carry awaye thoſe lofty praiſcs given to himſelf, and bitter 
reproaches caſt vpon his Anſwerer, without controwlment : ſo 
whiles he ſtriveth to wipe away that impuration of waking boaſt of 
mach riches;he more and more verefrethand taketh it homero him- 
_ IG and that in ſcornefull gibing and proude inſulting cc. "He hath al- 
ready in the firſt 2. Teaves ot his defenſe, fo farr outrun his refurter, 
in his whole anſwere, that it is in vayne for him, (if he were a man 
of that ſtreyne ) once to move one foor forwardes, for viorie ity 
that kinde of bookemaking . Notwithſtanding it were botlveaſy 
{ and in ſome reſpeRs profitable ) ro cleare the Refurers credirr, 
from the injurious calumniations, thrown on him by the D. and 
jaſtly eoreturne his fenemous dartes into his owne boaſome. But 
I purpoſe not to folow his veine in proſecuting, ſo cagerly any per- 
fonall quarrells, which bringeth little advantage to the cauſe; or 
comfort any way. - And if the D, had bin as loth as he preten- 
deth (in his anfwere to the preface pag. 20. ) rotrouble; yea (to 
. uſe his owne wordes) to _ both himſelfe and' his reader, 
with perſonall diſcourſes, which breed endleffe & fruitleſs conten- 
tions; or had bin as willing to imbrace, as he was ready to give 
his advice ( pag. 2r.) (inthe pabliſhing of any booke) not to ſeck 
the diſgrace of any mans perſon ec; yea if he had well confidered, that 
he here (pag. 25) mketh it the parte of an odiouy Wrangler, to ſeth bit ad- 
wer ſaries deſgr ace;by that which doth no Whit advantage bis cauſe; doubries 
$046 K 3 he would. 


Seton 2. 


red in the 
anſwer to 


iD. 3. g & | ©. ** k 
he would never have ſpent ſo many words, ( and that in the fore. 
front of his treatiſe) in anſwering what was objefcd concernings 
the Author and matcer of the ſermon. He would rather (as fit was) 


- have laboured more the he doth, in juſtuifyng the choiſe of his text 


(the laſt of the three objeed againit him) as that which is ma. 
reriall and of great conſequence; the ſtanding or falling of the 
the whole building, depending vpon the ſtrength ( be it wore or 
leſſe ) which it recciveth £16 the foundation layd to vphold it. But | 
however he hath ſlightly paſſed it over (that it may appeare hove 
vnjuſtly he bath cenſured his Retuter therein ) he ſhalbe called 
back to a more ſerious debating thereot,afrer a word or two ſpo- 
ken to ſome things concerning the other two. 

Concerning the Author,(which is the D. himſelfe)he affirmeth, 
thac the Retuter gave bum greater prayſe then eyther be diſared or deſerved, 
&c, and yet he ſcofferh art it in his anſwere to his preface page 19, 
Againe, he would prove his Refuter to be 4 Worthlefe and « witli 
flow, becauſc he paſſed by the learned treatiſes of the worthies of their ſide, 
and made choiſe to contend with bim, in the vanquiſhing of whom, there can 
come neyther credut 10-hmsſelfe or his cauſe , nor d;ſaqvantage to the aduaſe 


All former pert. But the reader can eaſily conceive the contrary; for in dealing 


g—_ with.the Door, who hath read thoſe accurate Treatiſes; and in © 
OT 


are anſ{we- 


his ſermon ( as wee have reaſon to beleevc)layd downe the extra& 
,or qQuinteſſence, of that which all thoſe worthies could ſay therein; 
he dcalcth after aſort with them all, and anſwereth them all,in an« 


the door. ſwering him. .Creditt enough therefore wilbe gayned to rhe Refu- 


ter and his cauſe, with diſadvantage to the adverſe part; in caſc the 
D. {being the man that he maketh himſclfe ro be,prefat. pag. 16, 
17.) who had read vvhat all could ſay,and had the beſt heips of all 
that had vwritten before him, of that argument, and vyas vriſc e- 
nough ro make the beſt of that he read,tor his advantage; (hall yer 
In this queſtion ſhevve himſclfe ( as his Refuter ſayth ) bur poore in 
deed. And vvhere to prove himſclte to be neyther we«ke nor Worth- | 

Jeſſe,he affirmeth that m h ſermon provided i g.or 10 .dayes at, the moſt, 
he hath ſo fortified bis cauſe , thet, the greateft worthies of oppoſites, «ſſ«ylmg 
with therr forces , bave not bene able in twice [o-many.montbes 10 ms «ke the 
deaft breach therin: Þ vviſhit may be cenſidered vyhether it be not a 
boatt of much riches, or no? 2. If we may beleeve reports, the 

greartcr part of that ſermon, vyas preached bcetore at a —_—_— 
| U- 


=. «wv 


= ww IN ©@ r= oo, © we 


= 


' was dayes in providing his ſerm6; as if becauſe they have not done 


Hhrered was taken thence: as to ler the reader ſce,thar both are an- 


afembly of Miniſters with great applauſe. But 3. it mattereth not 
whether it were provided in that rime or no; ſcing he was above 9, 
or 10 dayes after the np. it, in reveiwing and enlarging 
of it (for enlarged it was as he ſayth preface 4.) for thepreſſe, as 
therime of the coming of ir forth, ſheweth: 4. He ſpeaketh with- 
out booke and more then is true, both in ſaying that the greare/F 
Worchics aſſayled ut With all their force, and that the anſwerer was in an- 
fwcring 1t 1wice {6 1mavy wonthes 4s he tas in providing  . Well may he 
knowe his owae time and helpers; but the Refuter knoweth that 
the b:ſt able or greare(t worthies,were (o far from aſſayling ir with 
all their force , that they touched it not with one of their fingers: 
and that he ( one of the lealt among many)was not ſo many weeks 
asthe Door nameth monthes about it. Doth the Door with 
reaſon imagine or looke,that they who have neyther bookes, nor 
libertie for (tadie, nor preſle, nor purte for eyther, atcomand, (as 
himſelfe hath,) can make fo quick diſpatch as he? Lett kim pro- 
cure indifferencie herein; & then blame vs for want of expedition. 
And with as litle reafon argueth he, when he telleth us, that the 
greateſt worthies aſſayling it wich all their forces , have not been 
able ro make any breach therein, in twice (o many monthes as he 


itin that time, they therefore were not ableto doe it, Well may 
he argue them of (luth and negligence , but not of vnſufficiency & 
ynablenes . 

Concerning the"matrter ; whether the Refuter (finding little in Goibion. > 
the D., ſermon which 2s not in the Biſhops booke, (from whence - " 
he prof<(eth to have received (o good fatiffiRion ) and much al- 
moft,vcrbatim,word for word with it ) might nor(ſuppoſe &) lay, 

# Was but borrowed: I leave it ro the indiftcrent reader,not to the D. 
{vhois a partie)to judge . 2. The often references made thereun- 
to, were not ſo much { as the D. (ayth) ro ſhewe that what he de- 


[vered in one, hovvever he ſayth the Biſhops profes are ſash,as never 
Were nor never Wolbe anſwered. 3. To mike g010 his charge of fa/ſhood 
& ſl underous hbelling vp0 the Ref: for ſaying his ſcrmo vyas borro- 
ved of the Biſhop: he profiſſerh ke us not con{crons to himſelf of taking any 
one line from any, vithout e111: rhe anthor.cc. And yet confeſſeth alitle 
dcfore,that div:rſe of hus allegations, were rn97 of his owne fult reading, 

but 
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' bur examined at thefounteine, being as it were, ſentthitherfor t 
. by them whom he read : the which as the Refuter denied not; ſo 
; the contrary to which, he affirmed nor, neyther had reaſon, ſeing 

ir vvas fits indeed, he ſhould examine them by the firſt Authors 

(where ever he mert with them ar the ſecond hand) whether they 

were true or no. Laſtly as for his praiſe ſert upon the oldneſſe of 

The Do&. FA {tufte, becauſe rbat Which is the oldeFt is the trueft : it is but an idle 


beggzth * begging of char queſtion, which will not be graunted him; it be- + 


the quetti- Ing out of queſtion, that it was (as the refuter {aith ) built out of 
on. the Bilhops old ſtuffe: not of the oldeſt ſtuffe,or of his ſtuffe, which 
is the Ancient of dayes. And therefore as Salomon ( Prov, 16.31.) 
faith of old age, ſo ſay Iof it: It is then honourable and worthy 
ot comendation, when it is found in the way of rightcouſnes, with- 
out which figure, it is but as a cypher, whoſe value in divinity, is 
nothing worth. 
Sect. 4, 24 But, to ler all paſſe, come we newe to the 3.point, and examine 
Set.z. we, whether the Refuter deſerveth to be cenſured , as a man thas 
_ lid. w iþent. bis ſplene pon the text, captionſly carping at, the choſe of it , yea or 
— *-P** nov? The Refuters words , whereon the DoRor raketh occalion ſo 
to cenſure him, are(not as the DoGor layeth them downe, (out of 


an abortive booke as he calleth it ) thereby thewing how greedy he * 


himſclte is of carping : but as the Refuter himſclt in his anſwere, 
pag. 2- line 5.6. hath them, namely) theſe. T he text being allegoris 
call , (as bumſelf confeſſeth ) dig ge he deep and doe What, be can,he ſhall bard- 
. by finde fait ground, Whereon to lay bis foundation . © Can any man that 
judgeth his text vnfice for his-purpoſe, deliver his opinio in milder 
termes?Is there any one word, that ſayoureth of caprou carping? Yet 
if there were, is it all one to to carp at» the choiſe of the text and to fend 
of his fene upon the text it ſelf? Bur, not to (tay ypon this any lon- 
ger, the DoRor telleth vs , that though the quorel pleaſed the refuter ſo 
well, that, he repeateth it againe, page 3. yet Without cauſe ; for that,ſemg 
the expoſints of the allegorie is not doubtful, but confeſſed on both ſides th. 4 
by 7.1terres are meant the 7 .angels; (6 by the angels,the Byg.of the Churches: 
Who ſeeth nor, that this aſſertio,the calling of the Biſhops 15 lawfiill and goed gs 
bualt on the foundation of the «Apoſtle fobn, as it Were vpon a reck? Put 
x. lett him certify us, 1. touching the expoſition of the allegoric 
in his text, and that if ir be nothing doubrfull , bur conteſſ:d 


(or agreed on ) on both fides, why he dotb, inthe 3, pag. ot bis 
ſermon, 
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þ. 2, The Aneels of the 7. Churches. C.r. 
{xmon,propoſe this,as a doubttull point necdfull ro be examined, 


8r 


. | The D.c6- 
iz, Who and What manner of per (418 are ment by the angels of the Churches? -oditch 


; Wherefore he rendered this for his firit reaſon of examining the 
doubt; becauſe (to vſe his ow ne words, def. pag. 29. )When the Holy- 
haſt expounderh the ſt ures by .. Ligels 1191s mterpretallon it ſelf es allegoricall, 
and therefore needeth {ome expoſinion,? and, 3, Wheretore, in the very 
next words of h1s defence, he m<ncioncch, 3. diftcerent opinions, 
touching the pcrſvis 01 tuncions ment by the Argtis, viz. Whether 


, PrY” I ; j [ DU, , 4 P at 0 " + CI 
Al mites m general, the Preſtacues of tie preſuyienscs, or dioceſan Di. 


” 


4 
ſo:ps? 

2. Moreover, can he without bluſhing ſaye, 22a it i confeſſed on 
both ſacs, that by the 7, ftarr> are ment the 7, Angels? Was it not 
f:itly deed? (Nor without reaſon or ſhewe ot reafon at leaſte ) 
do:h not he {inc If atter wars (cap. 2. (ectio 3.) ſpend paynes 1n 
opcning the doubr, and proving, that the angels were jult z, and 
no more? 

3. Laitly , if this be all chat he can rightly and ſtrongly build, 
upon the Apoſtle in the words of lus text, viz. that, the cullimg of the 
ISops is Lavwfall and good; bis retuter hath good cauſe, even ttill to 
i m,chat this text neither was nor 18, any firme ground tor him, 
04 wich ro [.t up ſuch a manſion for his Divceſans as he affayed. 
V1 1eret re feethnnor , thic its, (nut the rc farce with the text, 
bat) the Doctor that quarr.l1.ch with the Refarcr in this pornte 
poct2}ly feng when he cometh to that 3. page, 


WirhOU.ACQUIC? | 
Cc quarrel ty rep.ated he doth wittingly both cv+ 


C14, vider an ety, and ovirpatle wituout any antwir that witch is 
62 cr Mony nt tor. if, bis Reiuice in this point. For the Duct. 
tut eas 4 no4 l.dgec a truth to lyc in one of thee atl;riions « t 
of the Retucer , ro wirr , 16.46 exthcr therre us ſome other portamn of [crip= 
f thr aw tht Work be pretendarh to br bee Lind downe under a vale, 
0.4 by vifel ed 11d Adrocrid; w th.tt, there 15129 [uth plice to be found 
/ t the ſriptiere ? Now leet ham make the beſt choſe he can; 
ar d wich of them {focyer hc chooſe; rhe fan c (hall make « ood the 
tus qarreli{as the DoRor calleth 1:)T mcane the conſequence 


ot 15 r-atoning in that place , For 1. it he (11.]] attire tharrhere 
Kum? other text, that ; lainely vi foldeth the porntcs here Jayd 
dou nc vnder the vaile of an al: gore; then in reafon ſhould his 
Cnlure be approved which latch, # bit bee fries eh in aunty and 
Nag 

L Food 


h:miclt. 


The Do@, 
ſpeaxeth 
vuctruclys 


X17 . - OT FE FEXT. © kw, 4 
o8d diſcretion, for bims to bave choſen, (ome other nave oleare portion of (er; 
4 then this ol 14 inert * he ſhall granr, as] wt 
will not) that there is no ſuch place to be found in all the ſcripture; 
it will alſo inevitablic tollowe, that the Refuters ſentence was right 
when he ſayd, this text canner be deemed 4 fitt [nudge to decide ſo prom « 
controverſy. 
SeA.5.ad Butit was oneothis pointes of wiſdome,to paſle by this dilemma, 
cap.z.pa. ortwo forked argument; he thought,ir enough to repeate (in that 
39. deten. 20, page,) his tormer anſwere, that the meaninge of the allegory is #1 all 
ſodes agreed 01. and to add, this filly inference,thart ſince we doe con. 
fff the Angels to be the Biſhops of the ("urches, therefore by our conſeſſin 
the text Was «put ehoſen.,, as if it had bin ſayd, the 7. Starres are the Bi 
TheD.beg ſhops of the 7. (bwrches. See, ſee, how faine he would (if he could) 
geth of us, wringe from us an acknowledgement of that which himſelf, well 
whathe adviſed (I ſuppotc) darerh net affirme namely, that an allegorical 


dareth not . | 
give him. CEXTC 1S As firtly choſen, to prove any concluſion, as another which 


"If. ynfoldeth the ſame more plainely. But it ſhall not be amiſle, to letr 
him ſce the ſtrength of his conſequence by another of like force , 

Our adrerſaries(the D. I meane,& the men of his ſide)doe affirme 

and teach thatthe Angels were dioceſanBiſhops ſuperiour in degree 


to other Miniſters; and that the 7, Churches which they governcd 

were properly,Dioceſes. Therefore in their opinion, the text was 

as fitrly choſen, as if it had bin ſaid, the 7. Starres are the dioceſan 

Biſhops, who having a ſuperiority in degree over other Miniſters , 

did overſce the 7. dioceſes, or dioce/an Churches in Alis. 2. Ay 

for the replie, which he aſcribeth tro his Retuter (viz. that though 

The D.yn- it be granted, thar the Angels are Biſhops, yet nor ſuch Biſhops as 

truely fa- rhe D.ſpeaketh of) if it had bin as truly his,as it is vntruly fathered 

thereth on gg him; yet he giveth him no cauſe, to anſwere as he doth, viz.then 

the Retur: Le onſittnes of the tex:(belike)ir not becauſe it is allegorical, but becauſe im his 
What he X 

Gid nor, Concert, it 17 rmperements. He (hould rather have inferred thus, Then 

I ce the text is vnfitt in a double reſp:&: in parte, becauſe it 15 alle- 

goricall; and cheefly becauſe, (though the meaning of the allegory 

be thus farr agreed on, that it is confeſſed the Angels were Biſhops, 

yet) ir is a great controverſy whether they were ſuch Biſhops as the 

Biſhops of our Church are. Burt the D.giveth licle hope, that he will 

of his owne accord, confeſlſe ſo much; this, behks, ſhalbe anſwered 

with another, inferred ypon a more ſure ground, Iris certeine the 

con'cnt 
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conſent of Interpreters ( being ſo farr divided (as he acknowledg- 
ech , pag- 7 Ry the nature of the function of ctheie Angel») 
can give his text no firnes ro conclude his purpoſe, Belike there- 
fore the fitnes that the Dofor imagineth to be in it, is becauſe 1a 
his 0wne conceirt it is pertinent, induced therevnto perhaps by the 
adgement of ſome fewe thar are parties in the caule, Bur his con- 
ceit (though ſupported with the approbation of ſome that tavour 


* the Hicrarchy ) is roo light to be layd in the ballance againlt the 


judgment of all thoſe Proteſtant wryrers, which vary from hin in 
the explication of his text. 

3. Laſtly, where 1.he would ſctt the newer and elder diſciplina- 
rians(as he termeth them Jat odds,about the interpretation of che 
text; that the one ſhould underitand it of all Mmiſters in generall,the 
other, of the Preſidents of the Preſbyteries onely, And 2. that againft 
them both, be proverh by the text u ſelfe, and by other drome eueden cecthat 
the collng of ds1ceſun Byſhops, 15 in this text commended unto vs, under ths 
title of the «Ange!s of the (/burches : we are to knowe , that for the for- 
mer, they agree well enongh;for however ſome underſtand it of the 
Preſidents ; yet they meane ſuch perſons , as were alſo of the com- x1, 1 ,. 


. mon ſort of Miniſters, though for the time of the aſſembly,choſen youcherh 


Preſidents . As for the latter , I marvcile he durſt fo boldly avouch that of 
it of both; ſcing it is true in neyther; as I doubt not bur the reader Þ9th, _ 
will coofeſſe with me . Thus much in defenſe of the refurers firſt heh 19 
reaſon tor miſliking the DoEors choile of his text, viz. becaule it own 
is allegoricall. ; 
It remayneth that I remember the reader of an other reaſon,ur.. S<Rt.6. ad 
ged by the Refuter ( anſw. pag. 2. ) againſt the DoRors choiſe of Xo" *7. 
his rext to juffify our Biſhops callings : viz. That whereas others — 
deny that the angels of the Churches were(as the Do. affirmerit) 
Dioceſan Biſhops , he doth nor once «fer ro prove the meaning of bis 
text t1 be (3 by any "ther ſcripture , or ſoundexpoſitor of #, Now as it was 
necdtull for the backing of the interpr-tation of his text, to have 
produced ſome : ſo quattionleſlſe M. Doctor had both wite & will 
enough to have done (0; if they had bene to be found , Wherfore 
Iagaine conclude , the text choſen by him was and is vnfit for his 
purpoſe. In deed he giveth vs a direR anſwere herevnto intha: laſt 
ſentence of page 27. where he ſayrh,T hough ſome objett that by the an- 
$4 ere nent eyther all Adyniſters in generall, or the Preſidaats of the Preſ- 
b 3 byrerys 


149, 8. : ANT. F, COUPE, © I, 
byrers ; yet EEE by the text it ſelſe and other evidence that the cal. 
ling of DwceſanBiſhopsis m the text comended Under the title of the angels of 
the Churches: But hath be done the deed ,indeed? Is this his anlwere 
as true,as it is dire&? Then 1s it to purpoſe in deed, and this quar. 
TheDoZt. rell will ſoone be at an end. But ſoft a while , whar are his proc? 
promiſerh yyhar is his evidence, whereof he thus boaſteth 2 Where ſhall wee 


—_ . find them?Are they here layd down to his readers viewe, that tlicy 
adecerd may ſee and judge of them? Or doth he point out any ove page, 


none at all chapter or booke, where , elſwhere any peece of proc te is to te 
founde? No verely, this 1s all he faith, but of rhis were 5 my 5+ ſwere 
tothe z. pave : where (b.fides that which 1s aircad; exaniined, con- 
cerning the vnfitnes of his text)lome paynes 1s taken to prove that 
in each church one onely was 1mtitled the Ange) therect, and that 
he hada pre heminence above the reſt, which may | ce graurted, and 
yet his Dioceſan Biſhoprick denied : Bur to prove tl:at which he 
ſayth , he proveth; there is not as yet fonnd a'y one lins, eyrher 
in his ſermon, or his large detence thereot . In the fi:ſt, he did 
not once off-r to prove it. In this next, he though tt cnorght to 
ſay, 7 dee prove it. In his third, ( which is to cowe) perl apps 


he will actempr it; bur till we ſee ir efteRed ; the Retuters judgwer, 


muſt ſtand ſound, that the Do&. vnhitly choſe this text, which ma- 
keth nothing for his purpoſe, 


Chap: 2. Concerning the diviſion and frame of the 
Doctors ſermon, and other materiall points 
conteyned in the defence of his preface, 
or firit part of his ſermon, unto 
page 54: - 


SeR.r.ad TheD. being ſ:tt to pick as many quarre!s as he could ( and 
- gr more by many, then he had any colour tor) fo farr miſliketh the, 

_—_ 10, <futers diviſion of his fermon into 3, parts, viz. the preface, the bo 
EY dy , and the concluſion; that he will needs change the number, either 
TheD.tor- by inlarging it into 4; or abridging it into rwo. To bring his whole 
gereeth.1n building intoa juſt quadrangle, h- divideth that which his Retuter 
oyncys calleth the preface, into theſe two diſtin&t members, to wit, apro- 
docth in an © #14 «propoſition; bur he forgetteth (as it ſecmeth) thar himſclt 


other . ſhutteth 


1p. 4. . -0C2.3 
ſhotreth up both theſe in oe, calling them,” in the very title of his 


Chapter , the firſt part of bs ſermon. And to reduce all into a perfe& 
dichoromy, he ſenderh vs to his traofition, (ſerm. page 94. )there 
to oblcrve A diſtribution thereot into two parts, viz. the explicaruon 
cont nng 10 that place; and the 2pplic 1t4;n from thence to the end. Where- 
1 he ſhewerh huoſclf not very well ad+11cd; for his tranſition hath 
theſe words, T be (ame d tt ine,%vincl by way of exphcation of my text,f 


F proved; 1 doe n1w by \v :y of 2ppli« 14001 commend vnto you, Now who 


is ſo oliad that ſcerth not here 3. diitinA parts? to wit, the explica- 
tion of his rexr, a doceine proved by the ſaid explication, and an 


ayplicarion of che doctrine ſo prove:!? Or rather, whois fo ſharp The, is 

ſigned as the Door, to diſccrne the two tormer to be included very inc6- 
vnJzr one worde explication? And who fo sKkilfull in logicall ana- ftant in the 
lyſing and dividing, as he who now reduceth vmo explication the diviſion of 


3. frlt 14:5 of his qui 1dranglet I NCane , his proene, propoſition, and 
cmfirns HIOULL of his F. POLNtS, propoied to be proved; and againe, 
divideth his explicarzon into th (ce wo members, viz. an explication 
of nis text, and 4 d (At rune colivfte4 ont Fir, Bur chough I wil not for- 
bidd him ro cure h1s own? corre, into as many , or as fewe pee- 


« Cs, 25 he will; nor ro 2c} the frame of his owne building,in- 


to wha: formes, and as »f* 4; k2 liſtzch : yer if he thall remaine (til 
angry, with them that oUlerve it , and ihall (till revile them that 
like not his inconftancic; ET knowe none that will excuſe him. And 
finc? he is not aſhamed, wrongtully (and without any juſt caufe 
given) ro charge l1igRef1rer ( Det. page 46, &c. }) Wh double dea- 
lng, G3 f1call ſb frong, diſordering <e frume of bus ſermon, cutting ſhorter, 
and FF -ichog [ mer [ be p Ties th: reof, and that, by A forced analyſts , ag-hnſt 
the '5g/e of bis ovone conſernees though T have nor o learned Chrilt,2s 
torequire him, with the like rermes of reproach, (albeit he juſily 
deſeryeth it ) yet mult he be contented to heare the truth decla- 
rd, and his owne (hifring roo and fro in changing his aſſertions at 


- his pleaſure, more plaincly diſcovered, 


is lermog 


Of choſe two aſfcrtions, which his explication (as he ſaith) $e&.z, 


coteyneth, the firſt he I1yeth dowa in theſe words, That the Paſtors 
” grvernours of the primitive (hurches (here meant by the Angels ) were 
Divxeſan Biſhops, and ſuch , for the (nbjt ence of their callins, as ours be; the 
ſecond in theſe wordes,th 16 the funttimaf Dixce/an Byhops is lawfil e5+ 
$4: And he afficmeth, th44 theſe aſſertions, are for the banding «f the 


L 3 rext, 


The Do. 
ehanozcth 
his afferti- 
ONns., 


ding, for 300 yeares after the Apoſtles dayes , ( as appearerh by 


» « 


rext. 
3. Fe of his ſermon, (for it ſecrneth he caſt not his eye vpon ir 
when he wrote his defence) he ſhould have ſcene that theſe are nor 
the ſame aſſertions, þur changlings (whoſoever rocked the cradle 
putt in their ſtead. For there having the words of his text before 
his eyes, T he 7./t.urrs are the Angels of the 7. (/ourches, & conſidering to 
what end he had choſe his text,( viz.to juſtify the honourable tun. 
io of our Engliſh Prelates);he vndertaketh in the firſt place, plain. 
ly to prove , that, the Angels of thoſe ('purches Were Biſhops ( for the (gb. 
ance of their calling) ſuch as our Biſhops are . And ſecondly out of the 
words to ſhewe, that, the office aud finttion of Biſhops, here meant by an- 
gels, is in this text beth approved as lawfull, and comended as excellent, 
Will the D. ſay, that in ſenſe and meaning ( for jn words they are 


;ſt propounded to be »fed. But if the Do&or had pervſcd the 


not) theſe are all one with the two firſt? Nay his conſcience will tel | 


him, that in each propoſition both termes ( I meane the ſabrttunm 
and the predicatum ) have received ſuch achange, that the two for. 
mer, cannot be truely ſayd to be the ſame with the two later. For 
in that firſt , (which he ſaith is an explication of the text ) lett him 
ſhame the Divill and ſpeake the tryth,and tell us, what moved him 
ro add, the word primitive to the fabie, and the word Divceſan to 
the Predicate of that aſſertion ? Shall I help to informe the reader, 
till his owne anſwere may be heard? He was reſolyed(the event de- 
clarcth ir) to make the beſt defenſe he could, for the calling of his 
Dioceſan Biſhops ; yet not ſo much by thetext, which he choſc;or 
by any other teſtimony of ſcripture ; ( for then fewer lines might 
have {crved his turne,then arc nowethe leaves of his ſcrmon)as by 
the authoritie of fathers & councels, wherot he had greater ſtore, 
and ſuch as ( in his owne apprehenſion ) made a fayrer ſhewe for 
his purpoſe. Hence is it , that in the winding up of all that he had 
ſpoken for the proofe of his firlt aſſertion, ( to make the concluſis 
more ſutable to the premiſes ) he brought his whole diſcourſe to 
this yſſue, (ſcrm. pag. 52.) Thus you have beard, that. the «Angels or 
Biſhops of the primicrve (hurch, Were, for the ſubit ence of their callmy ſuch 
« our Biſhops axe, Where note, he ſaith nor, the angels of the 7, 
churches in $- Iohns time, were ſuch Bps.(yer that was the point, 
he promiſed to prove) but the angels or Biſhops of the primitrve church, 
were ſuch, Vnderſtanding by the primitive Church, the ages ſucce- 


ſcrm, 


- 


" mm | : 56. & 57. and by Def. lib. 3- page 12andr . ) which 
bach made the belt of it, that he can; is but an ide digre(- 


he perſiſteth throughout his defence, giving vs for the true and na- 
turall explication ot his text, the ſame general aſſcrrion: whereof 
ſeelib. 1. pag-54- lib. 2. pag. 41. & lib.3.pag-22. Onely in theſe 
places (like as before) he addeth the word Dyoceſan in the pre dicate, 
} or later terme of the ſentence,to conforme this firſt aſſertion, with 
the ſecond of the laſt edition, (viz.the callmg of Dioceſan Biſhops is law. 
foland 29d) that he might with the better colour commend the 
larer vnto us, as the Doctrine which floweth from the former. For 
which cauſe alſo, he ſcemeth here to limict his firſt aſſertion, with- 
in the compalle of his text , vato thoſe Paftors or Biſhops , which 
arc here meant by «ngels: he ſeemeth ( I ſay) here to doe it; and he 
doth it in deed,in the laſt (cRion of this chapter,and page 3. lib.4. 
where he ſeriouſly minderh the collecting of his dodrine trom the 
text; yet,in inclofing thoſe words, here meant by angels, within a pa- 
renchefis, he ſeemeth withall to intimate to his reader, that thoſe 
words may wel be ſparedz&the ſentence nevertheleſſe ſtand perfeR 
_ vithout them; asit doth in the places before noted, even as oft as 
he aimeth at the reducing of his 4. firſt points (ſerm. pag. 6. & 7.) 


4 


F_ 


ynto one comon concluſion, Thus he windeth out and in at his The De&. 


pleafure, and vnder termes that carry a double conſtruion, hath windeth in 
and out,at 


pleaſure, 


fitted his firſt aſſertion to a double purpoſe, What ſhall I ſay to 
him? Would he thus have done, if he had hated double dealing & 
ſophiſticall ſhifting in himſelfe, as much as he ſeemerh to loath it 
in his Refuter; who gave him farr leſſe cauſe , what ſay I? yea, to 
ſpeake truth, no cauſe at all, ſo to accuſe kim of any ſuch offence? 
Let the reader Tudge. 
But let us goce 0n, and compare togirher the 2. aſſertion (to uſe 
his owne phraſe ) of the newe edition, with the 2. point propoſed, © ** 
erm. pag. 2. In the one he roaveth at randome, and atfirmeth of 
Dioczſan Biſhops at large, ( at laſt of all ſuch as ours be, for ſo he 
expoundeth himſelf, lib.4. pag. 3-)#«& their calling iv le'vfull e+ good> 
Inthe other , reteyning a ſpeciall reference to his rext and the an- 
gels there mentioned, he ſaith, th a the funttzon of Biſhops,there meane 
by the angels , is in the text it - approved a4 | oyfial aud commended as ex- 


Glen . Howlocyer the r be ſtrongly perſwaded, that the An- 
gels; 


c 


fon from his text,nor a right explication thereof. Yet in this yeine, _ D. di- 
efferh 

| -o— his 

text: doth 


not rightly 
explicate it 


Q 3. 


Seft.4.ad 


P35» 


gels , 


* . 
: = _ 


; , wha ©4T # es, hs - 
of whom his texr ipeaketh , were Dioceſan Biſhops , for the 
ſubſtance of their calling, hke ro ours; yet is he not ſurely, (@ 
far bereaved of his ſenſes, but he can Ciſcerne a difference , moe 
onely berweene thoſe anciear Biſhops, in particular, and thoſtg 
whom he reſembl-rh them; or Dioceſan Biſhops in general! : but 
alio betweene the lawfulnes of cheir callings ciſtin&iy conſidered, 
For as he is not ignorant that his Reftuter acknowledgeth,the fun. 
ion of thoſe Bilhops, which are in }is rexr called A:.gcls to be 
lawfull and good, . becauſe they were Paſtors of thoſe 7. ſererall 
Churches;and yet holdcth the call:ng,ovt ail ſuch Dioceſan bps. as 
ours arc, to be vnlawtuil: fo be hc here remembred, that we tinde 
his owne {, Logiimes (lib. r.p. 58. & lib. 4. 3 ) ropur this ditfe. 
rence betweene the calling, of rhe one, and of the ciher,; that the 
calling of {uch, as is here meant by Angels, is made the 11. dw ter. 
+1444 ,t0 Coclude the lawfulnes of the calling ot Dioceſan B1{1hops, 
Morcover, there is ſo much dittercce, betwene the lawfulncs of the 
calling of D:ocefan Biſhops, contidered at large; & the approbatis 
of their function, in this or that pacticular text of ſcripturcz that 
the Door himſelte may (2nd durk) imbrace the ore; and yet re- 
ze& the other , Elſc how darerh he underſtand that text, AG. 20, > 
28. (as he doth , ſerm. page 18. 37. 69.) of inferior Preſbyters, 
which had no power, eyther «t orcinacion , or of extcrnall juril- 
diction, contrary to the judgement of Bithop Barloe, » ho 11. his 
ſermon thereon (at Hampron Court) pag. 3.aftirmeth, that, te A- 
poſtle in thoſe wordes, ſpeck. th filly for the prelacie, and deſertbeth therem cie- 
ry pat of the outivard fimthion of Viſhvps. 

As for the D. reaſons moving him, to ex-9157e What manner of p'r- 
ſo:13 Were noted by the Ang: of the (hurches ; though it were no hard 
matter to mainteyne the Refuters obje&tions; yet ſu: ceaſing to 
conrend further therein, I will overpaſſle his 2. ſection, p32. 
29, & 30zir having nothing materiall or worthy of reply,ſave what 
js alrcaJy ſpoken ro,in the 3.ſe&ion of the former chapter. And * 
as touching the 3. & 4. ſections concerni:ig the number of che an- 
gels and their preheminence, bec2uſe we ſh2!l have fitrer places for 
them hereafter , |ib. 3. cap. 3. I will theretore here paſſe by then), 
and ſo come to his 5. {ecion, | 

In his 5. ſcion, two things may be commended to the readers 


of *,4 


ſea.5.D% gſervation.+Firft, the Refar: ſaying ( pag. 4+) rh i Was m deed 


mecdfull 


* 
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| peedfill to inquire What manner of By Angels Werez becauſe biſhop 
- __ 9 Barloe, 4 fav ir aber ſort of ets 
then eyther the Hely Ghoſt hs th mentioned in the newe T eftament.; or ary 
divine offred 10 tech thereout. The Dot. trom thence inferreih, 
that, the controverſie Which remajneth to be derided is this,viz, Whether ſort 
of Biſhops , ſuch as thoſe learned and hunſelf defendeth;or ſuch as bus adverſa- 
wr, and vis adherents Rand for ; 1s that kinde of Biſhop, Which hath beene 
4 of le deviſed. Where it is caly ro be ſcene, howe cunningly-he-chan- Th, np, 
eth the queſtion he ſhould have ſayd, The controverlie to be-deci- changeth 
dis this, whether the Holy Ghoſt d-th underſtand by the eAngels of the the quetti- 
Churches, Rev. 1. 20. fach Biſhops as our Engliſh Prelates are z, or rather ſuch 91. 
@ his Refatzr, and his edberents land 6r? But wittily, and not vnwit- 
tiogly doth he ſhun this controverſie; for,it ſeometh, he knoweth 
that to be true which his Refuter added, to witr, that if the vic of 
the word Biſhop, manifeſtly warrired vnto vs by God in his'word, 
and the joynt interpretation of all proteſtant divines, would have 
contented him & others of his fide, we nepther-had need, nor oc- 
caon of this examination. Wherefore though he oftreth two 
things to our conſideration, for the deciding of the former quelti- 
_ On, viz. Whar manner of (hurche they were , whereof they were Angels, & 
What manner of prehemmence they had mm thoſe Churches: yet he cloſly lli- _ a. 
deth-from the debating of them , and propoundeth his 5. points ; —_ - 
before noted, (diverſe from theſe) to be handled in their flead. Sv qcpating 
that his-firſt aſſertion, which he promiſed plainly to prove, hath pointes 
noneother dire proofe, then the bare propounding of thoſe two propoun. 
queſtions, which he offreth to our eonlideration. Which the D, 9d and 
knowerh well enoughznotwithſtanding be braggeth of the conera. **<" Þrag- 
ry,and adjureth his reader,in the name ofGod without parriallity, —_—_— 
to lee on which {ide.is better-evidence and more pregnant proots, 
and to aſſent therevnto, : 
Secondly, where the Do&.yndertaking to prove, out of his text, 
; that the off c: and fun tion of his Dioceſan Biſhops is lawful and good; & the 
Refuter tolde him , it was ſoone (ayd, but nor fo ſoone done, there 
being nothing in his text to,prove it; becauſe , to be ligh's, {arr 5,an- 
gelv,Cwhich was all the D.had'ſaid,or could ſhew out of the words) 
15 not proper to his Dioceſans, but comon to all eruePaltors of 
particular congregations, as himſelfe had taughrtin his ſermon-of 
the digniticand dutic of the Miniſters. pag. 20,61. TheD. reply- 
M eth 
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36.37- 


The DoQ. 
launde- 


reth, 


The DoR, 
ſecth net 


Mj FO Text 10 prove. _ 
eth indeed, but as a man out of temper, chargeth his Ref: to wax. 
gle , end to havenothi g to ſay, but tht Which With an idle cocciſme,be often 
repeateth , and in thus place 1s altog: ther nypertinent} , and that he was 1eſ61. 
ved eforeband, to cavill, With whatſoever he ſhould find in his booke, 5+, 
Whereunto I will ſay nothing, but this, that concerning the tem. 
per of the Door, and truth of his ſpeach, 1will not, the D. is a 
party, he muſt nor, lett the reader indifterent therefore, judge. 
The ſight of the DoRors former proceedings, moved the Refu. 
ter (pag. 4. .) to tell him, that if be had walked With a right foere in the 
p th he Was entred 10; be ſhould by bis text ,, have taught vs the meaninge 
of toſe rw? pornts, net(qri'ec MTA 4s he greth about ) by theſe two p:vire, 
t teach 15 the mer .g of tis rect But the D. enraged At theſe words 
of cruth and ſobernes,as Feſtus was at the words of T-aul; wa: ria- 
dy to take up his anſwere , ( much learnmg hath made thee mad'd ) ſave 
that he would nor aſcribe to his Refut:any learning art all; & there- 
fore chookthrather to ſay, that rvo mr ch tvrath (which ts furor brevis) 
made him [5 to forgatt himſelf, that he Wrangleth without Witt, ard agan(} 
ſenſe. But I with the reader conſider, whether the DoRor doth not 
overraſhly judge him ſick of his owne diſcaſe ? For what can he ſay 
eyther to exculc himſelf, or juſtly to blame bis Refuter? For ſooth, 
that no man that is in bis Wr'ts, Will ſay ,it ts not lawfull for a preacher to ex- 
plane his text. True, but if the Refuter never ſayd ir, and if rhe DoGt, 
cannot extract any ſuch thing from his wordes,may not the reader 
worthily cenſure him, for a mallicious landerer?2, He aſketh, what 
it was. which,in this ſetton be had m hand, was i net, ſaith be, to wideavour 
the explnation of bis text ? eAndto what manner of Biſhops, are here 
meant by the angells of the (hurches? And I anſwere him, no; he had al- 
ready explained his text, and aftirmed, that the Biſh:ps meant by thoſe 
Angels were ſuch —_—_ for the ſubſtance of their callmg)as ours are: now 
he was to make way tor the performance of his promiſe, to prove 


or would . his former afſertion, 3. He a{keth againe, What could be mort fitly 


not {ce 
what he 
had in 


haad, 


propounded for the.explication of bxs text , then the conſideration of thoſe ro 
things before mentioned? And alittle after, who ſeeth nor,( ſaith be) that the 
handling of theſe points,ts the very explication of the text?I grant,that thele 
two points were fittly propoſed, to cleare his firſt aflertion,where- 
in he repoſeth the explicati6 of his text;& if he had handled them, 
ſo as he ought(by giving dire& anſweres to. his queſtions , and ad- 
joyning the confirmation of cach. point, by forme cleare cyidence 


——— ae__wYAwo as a wat. wt oe A 
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from - 


-- 
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+ xour, lett the chriſtian reader judge, 


+ Ly Fo ” fe AL 20t, C, 2, 
from the text-it ſelf, & the circumſtances therof, or ſome other ſcri- 
tare( where the ltke wordes or phraſes are yſed) :{uch a handeling 
in deed of theſe pointes, had bin a good proot of his afſercio, & 
conſequently a ſutficient explication of his text, But ſince he 
hath not once jndeavoured thus to handle his rwo points; (which 
himſelf acknowledgerh, ought to have bene diſcuſſed for the clea- 
ring of the rext) what ſhould hindet the Refuter or his Reader (till 
to affirme, that his text ( in regard of theſe two doubts ) ſtanderh 
fill vnexplained, and his firſt aſſertion Icft vnproved ? 4. To con- 
clude, the D. thus reaſoneth, If the rext be that, which ts to be explice- 
ted,who conl4 be ſo ſenſleſſe, as eyth:y to requge thar, theſe points ſhould be ex- 
vained by the text , or 10 find fault , "7 4 the handling of them, the text 1s 
expluned? [ anſwere firlt, to the laſt accufation, 1t the fault which The DoR. 
the Refuter findeth, be nor fuch as the Doctor mentioneth, bur {#fdreth, 
rather the contrary; viz. that he goeth about to teach vs the mea- 
ning of his text, without any due handling of thoſe points, by the 
bare comending of them to our conſideration: then ; whether the 
DoRor be not againe worthy to be cenſured , eyther for a blinde 
and inconſiderate , or for an vncharitable and mallicious flande- 


As touching the other, who The D.fe.. 
meth lenf- 

es or tor.. 

getttull. 


would have thought him to have bin lo ſenſle(s, or ar lealt forgert- 
full, as he ſeemeth to be, eyther, in judging that his Refuter ment 
tolimite him in his explication, vnto the words of the text, to ex- 
plaine it by it ſelf, wirhout any other help; the contrary whereof 
1 plaine to be (ſcene (in his anſwere, pag. 3. & 4.) or in deeming 
abſurd and impoſſible , for a rext of ſcripture to be explained by 
itſelf; ſeing he himſelf explaineth and proveth by the very words 
of his text, (ſerm.pag. 2.& 3.)his ſecond aſſertion,concerning the 
qualitic of their tunCtion. Bur the cauſe 1s reaſonable, why the D. 
dooth the one, and leaverh the other vndone, For his 2. aſſertion, 
viz. that the funttion of the Biſhops, meant by angels m his text, is of God ap- 
proved 44 lawfill,doth clearly in all mens underſtanding ariſc tro the 
very name of arrs and angels: bur it is not fo caly, (nay it is impoſ. 
ible ) tro drawe our of thoſe wotdes , or any other circumſtances 
of the text, ſuch a preheminence above other Miniſters, as his 

felt aſſertion attribureth to theſe angels, when it affirme:th them, 

to be ſuch Biſhops ( for the ſubſtance of their calling)as ours are. 


Wherefore,-it was the DoRors wiſdome ( if it were worthy of that 
M name) 


- 
- 
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name) not to deliver us any one proote ({yllogiſtically concludeg) 


. rey 
throughout his large defece: but to ſtopp his readers mouth every vp! 
where with ſuch words as theſe , the rex: is r1ghily expounded of Dioce. | 
ſan Biſhops, And , f doubt not by Gods belp to make it evidem; that, ſuch is | 


Biſhops are bere meant by ſtarres and Angels. Yeait us proved,that Duceſan wit 


ny are bere meant by angels. But hereof more when I come to the a") 

2. laſt ſcRions. 0 * 

peo As for the two next ſeRions, there being nothing in them, but "om 

Def. _ * gall and bitternes, vented in perſonall calumniations both falle & ſan 

27.--39, Haunderous, I hold them ynworthy any reply. Ir is ſufficient, 

both: for the Authours, aſwell of that modeſt offer of diſputariin, as p1e 

The DoQt. of the late Peritin; as allo for the Refuter, that the Do&. bare ac- co 

om cuſarion of flaunders not meer to be named , cannot-make the ” 
etions ful rag" 

of calumn; $911t of them ; for why ſhould they care ro anſwere him in this an 

ations, Caſc, whercin he ſpeaketh, he neyther careth nor knoweth wha? lik 

And touching that loud-crying flaunder , which he renueth, ju 

in charging then to deny the King to be a member of a true wijible be 

(hwrch; fince it 1s already ſufficiently refuted, I might well paſſe Bi 

by all he hath ſaid ro weaken their defence: and {cing he doth he 

with great ſcorne, refuſe aforehand to admirt of the an(were, ſay- - Wl + nc 

inge , t is no matter What they hold , wnleſſe they Were more learned F 

and iu4icious; he deſerverh no other rejoynder but this, it is no in 

matter what he ſpeaketh, vnleſſe he had ſome better grounde li) 

then he hath, to make good his accuſation, Bur in fo hay- ar 

nous a crime as this is, ( lee eMHarſtatis ) ic may be a deed vi 

of charity to defend them; a word of two of-it therefore. ſa 

The Do&or being diſpleaſed wich them, . that argue our Bi- gi 

Ther. ag. {9ps. to be therefore no members, of any true viſib!e Church, 4 

ded to his Becauſe they are not members of ſome one onely pariſhe; Cid ſu 

oppoſites falſly and malicioufly add, that in eheſe mens conceits, it muit need; th 

reaſona be the Kings owne caſe. In deed,if any of them had at any time pro- | 

malicious feſſed, 'or given the leaſt ſuſpicion of this conceite, that the King* C 

ſpcach;& jg nota member of any one particular congregation, (ſuch as we \\ 

hey Be define a pariſh to be ) there had- beene reaſon for his inference: hl 

”  gloſleups But the D; knoweth that they all- holde the King and his houſ- m 

it. hold to be an intire Church , or diſtin&e congregation by it C 

ſelf. Wherefore if mallice and felfe-love, had not too muck h 


| prevailed with him; he would (vpon his ſecond thought ) have 
'1 reyoked 


tih.z, The King 4 member of a Church, ap. 2. 93 
revoked his Alaunderous inference, and not have ett a falſe gloſſe 
5it,to make it ſceme the more probable; for thus he realoneth, 
The Kmnge having 4 more _ reference to all the Churches Withe 
is his dominions ( as being the povernour of them all in greae Britt2- 
we and lreland ) is further from being a member of one onely pariſh then 
&) Biſhp in this k ngdome, 
) Therefore by what reaſon they deny the Biſhops to be members of the 
true (hurch; (becauſe forſouth they be nat of ſom: pernicular pariſh) by the 
ont, they may aſwell denye the Kinge to be @ member of the trite (hurch, 
Whereunto I anſwere. 1. It he had any intent(by this argu- 
ment)to juſtifye his former (launder; in itead of theſe words in his 
concluſion ; they may «ſwel! deny the King 5c . he ſhould have ſaid, 
is their conceit thry dot and muit deny &c. which he cannot with 
any colour conclude , vnleſſ: he will add ro his Antec:dent the 
like words , ( # the conceit and opinion ) and (aye, that in theire TheD prg. 
judgement and concett the King is further trom being a mem- veth one 
ber of one onely pariſh; then of any Bithop in the kingdome, !launder by 
But this were to prove one ſlander by another; for they whom 3"®ther, or 
he laundereth doe acknowledge, that notwithſtanding his ge- Ty ern 
« nerall refzrence to all che Churches in great Brittanie and Ire- ——_ 
land, whereof he is ſupreme governour by his Kingly office, yet 
inaſmuch as he ſubmutteth himſelfe and his family, to the pub- 
like Miniſteric of thoſe whom he hath choſen to diſpenſe the word 
and acraments, to him and to them; he is a member of a truc 
viſible Church , ( or if you will ) of one certaine pariſh , that is to 
ſay, ( of one particular congregation of Chriſtians, aſſembled to- 
gither in one place , for the lolemne and publique ſervice of God. 
z, If the DoRor beof acontrary opinion , then he reaſoneth ab- 
ſurdly from his owne falſe imagination, ( that the King is further 
then any Biſhop from being a member of one onely pariſh)ro co- 
clude that they which deny the Biſhop to be a member of a true 
Church,may aſwel(or rather muſt needs)be ſo conceited of the K, Th 
With much more probabilitie we may return this concluſion into ,, wr es 
his owne boſome, that ſeing he is perſwaded; the K. cannot be a ging hag 
member of any one pariſh, becauſe he is the governour,of all the Flr and 
Churches within his domini6s; he muſt for the ſame cauſe deny bringerh 
him to be a member of any one Dioceſan or provinciall, (I may Þis ſander 


adde Nationall ) Church within his dominions , And hence it )P*" has 
; M 3 will wn head, 


"Lib, 2. A Viſible Church, C3 
will followethatin his conceite, the King is not a member of any 
one certeine viſible Church: for by one viſible Church;the D, mez. 
neth, the chriſtian people cf one ducceſe or province, or at the moſte of one na« 
then. For the chriſttan people lyvuing vnder deverſe lawes (as the people of Eng. 
Lend and Scal md dve) are diverſe nat;ons,andl ſo diverſe viſible (burche,, 
if we may beleeve his owne wordes lib.3.p.51. 52. Wherefore the 
vnpartiall reader,may eaſily ſee,that this odious crime,(of denying 
the King to be a member of a true viſible Church) falfly and ſpite. 
fully aſcribed ro them, againſt whom he dealeth; doth truely and 
juitly light ypon himſelf. As forthe queſtion which he moyeth, 
whither they holde the King and his houſhold to bea trac Church? 
T het ſo be may be thought to be a member of a true Church ? though the 
Q. be needleſle, and ſufficiently anſwered already, yet know hea. 
gaine and againe, that they hold the Kinge and his familye to beg 
true viſible Church,not onely a member of a true Church; and the 
King in regard of his regall office , amoſt noble member excelling 
-all other, though the DoR.ſeemeth to be otherwiſe perſwaded, not 
onely of the, King asis before ſhzwed, but perhaps allo of his fa- 
miley; becauſe iti1snor as other pariſhes are, a ſubordinate mem- 
ber of any onedioceſe, nor conſtantly ſubjected to the juriſdiction 
of the dioceſan Biſhop. 

His laſt reaſon, Why We may nt With the ike reaſon ecknowleage the 
Biſhop and his family to be an entire(Church he ſhould ſay,but he laith) 
. fame by themſelves? T will anſwere when I finde him better diſpoſed 

ro receive it, then he was, when to the ende of his queſtion, he ad- 
ded, fr is no matter What they bolde, vnleſſe they Were more learned andju- 
Aicious.[n.the meane time, lett him bethink himſelf what to anſwere 
to theſe queſtions. 1.Whether every Biſhop,or any one of them, 
doth alike ſubje& himſclf as the King doth to the paſtorall autho- 
rity of any one or moe, thatdoo ordinarily diſtribute the word and 
ſacramentes to his whole familye? 2. Whither any Bihop re- 
ſidinge, with his familye in another dioceſe { as the Arch Biſhops 
alwaiſe doe, and ſome others for the molt parte doe ) he and his 
- familey be ( as other pariſhes are) ſubjeR to his juriſdiion, m 
whoſe dioceſe they are? 3. Andif the Biſhop be the paltor of his 
, familey and his chapleines affiſtants ro him, for the paſtorall over- 
. fighttherof, whether we may not affirme their families to be ſo ma- 


, By Prelidcnts of pariſhes governed by & pariſh preſbyrery? 


7. - - Deny. * oy 
In 3. ſeions following , the Dodor beſtirreth himſelf to re. SeR.7. ad 
cover his credit with his Dioceſan Biſhops, who by a reaſo groun- ſect,s Def, - 
ded on his owne words were proved ( by the Refuter , page 6. ) to P*8- 4%+ 
beabſolute Popelings, The realon was layd downe to him in this 
orme. 
T hey who have not onely ſupreme, but alſs (le authoritie m cauſes eccleſi 
ical, are abſolute Popelngs. All Dioceſan Biſhops have not onely ſ#u- 
' preme, but als ſole authorinie im cauſes eccleſtait call. T herefore all Dioceſan 
Biſhops are abſolute Popelings. The DoR. [corning that this ſhould be - 
called his reaſon, ſayth, T hat there u nothing m « his but the propoſing, 
Which als 15 ſtretched , beyond not on«ly bus meanmg, but kts Wworaes, His 
wordes are theſe ({erm.pag. 4.) {-4#t they might ſeeme 10 ſett up an «bſo- 
late popeling 4n every p wiſh who ſhould have net only ſupreme but alſo [cle ats 
thru 1 emufes eceleſiaſ/tcall, they adinyne unto hum, ( that ts,to thear Paſtor ) 
dc. "ſtorie of ly oy governing ellers.Out of theſe word: (faith the Det: 
pag: 40. ) I deny not, but this pro afition may be framed. T hey wr0 grve is 
« Biſhop , not onely ſupreme,but ut ſele authoritte mm cauſes eccleſiaſticall,clos 
ſeme to ſett wp an abſolute popeling. And why nor (or better) that pro- - 
poſition, which his Reftuter urgeth? In deed it he had ſayd, They 
| ſeeme to {ctr vp an abſolute popelinge, in giving to their pariſhe 
Biſhop, not onely ſupreme, bur alſo {ole authority &c: his propo- 
fition had more naturally lowed fro his words, then now it doth: 
but (ince he ſaith an abſolute popeling , which ſhould bave both ſupreme &5 
ſe enthoritie exc, he very clearely deſcribeth in theſe 1zft words,(of 
hevmg ſuch an authoritie a4 he fpeaketh of ) what he meant by an abſo- 
lute popeling , namely ſuch a Paſtor or Biſhop, as hath not onely 
ſupreme, bur alſo ſole authoritic in cauſes eccleſiaſtical. Wherefore 
he may aſwell deny it to be day-light at — as deny that 
the _—_ rightly drewe his propoſition from his wordes before 
expreſſed. 
C Moreover put caſe, a man ſhould contradi@ the propoſition, 
which himſelf acknowledgeth to agree with his words and mean- 
ing;muſt he not be inforced for the proofe thereof to aſſume, ſome 
ſuch aſſertion as that is, which the Refuter propoundeth. viz. that 
heisan abſolure popeling who hath ( in any pariſh or dioceſe)ſu» 
preme and (ole authoritie in cauſes eceleſiaſticall? 
3. Yea doth he notelſwhere in his ſermon (pag. 17.& 51.)with 


out any fremng, aftirme in plaine termes , that the pariſh x 
or 


Paſtor of every pariſh, muſt rule as a Pope viileſſe be be afſifed With « preſly. 
ters, Or ſubjetted to the drvceſan Biſhops authority? Yea that it is to jert 

a Pope #1 every pariſh, if the Paſtors. dee rule al-ne, ney ther ſubjett to the Þz. 
ſhop, nor reſtreyned by Aſſiſtantes? In like manner, in this deterce 
(lb. 1.cap.8.pa.194.) taith he not, that their pariſh Biſhops whon 
they make the lupreme eccleſiaſtical officers, would be (he ſaith nat 
might ſecme to be, but would be)abſolute popelmges, if preſuyter ies Wee 


wor aajoyned vnto them,becauſe they ſhell have not orccly ſupreme, t ut «lſ« (ik Wi 


Then, Athouy? Itis therefore a meere cavill joyned with an evident yn. 
j- inerha truth; ro-ſay as the D. doth,that the propoſition ſett-dow ne by the 
cavilland Refurer; is not bis, but ſtretched beyonde not onely bis meanirge but alſo iy 
an vntruth Worde. 
toguther, 4+ But it was the D, cunninge to take advantage of the word 

ſeemrige (here vied, but elſewhere omitted, ) (o to perſuade, it he 
could,that his Refuter had-no colour from his wordes,to coclude, 
that he did {err yp (but-onely that-he did ſceme to {ett vp) abſolute 
poplinges, for which.cauſe alſo, in-mecting with the places, u here 
the Returer renewerth this obje&tion (which-yet is no of:ener they 
his owne wordes gave occaſion, by his renewinge of.-his calumnia« 
tion againſt the favourites of che government by preſbyters) he 
ſenderh back his reader to this place, ſaying, that t&+ſe objettions * 
(though repearcd in other wordes anſwering to his owne termes) 
are anſwered brf-re, and that to their ſhame (ſee 1b. 1. pa. 194. & lib, 
3- pag. 142.) But (willhe,nill he) we have gained the propoſitio; 
ſo that if his anſwere to the aſſumpris be not the better, the ſhame 
will light vpon his owne pate. 

6c. 8. To come thereforeto the aſſumption.Fuſt,lett it be remembred 

thattheRefuter propounded it (not a« his owne allcrtion, which 
he ment to prove by the conititution of our Churches,or the prac- 
tiſe of our Bſhops, but) as a pointe which the D. vndertaketh to 
rove in his ſermon. 2. Heis likewiſe to be ſo vnderftond as cfte 
as he objceth againſt our Biſhops, th.t hrvmrg ſole ard ſupreme au« « 
thoviry they role as Pope or Popeloigerzwheretore the aſlumption which 
the -D. 4<j«&cth, as falſe and fouliſh, or frivolous, is this 1n cticde, 
T h:t all dean Bxſl ps have (or ought to have in the D. opinion ) 
not only ſupreme byt alſ» { le-autbority m matters eccleſiaſtical! vithan theo 
dirxcefſe. Orthus, The D. greeth and «l/owerh to dirceſan Biſhops, ſuck 
ſupreme and ſ-le authority 6. Wherefore to make way for the pn 
Ort 


is 
% 


ofthis Aﬀamption , the Refturer firſt layde downe the ftare of the 


aueſtion , into which the Doctor 1s nowe centred, (viz. whither the 


Churches ſhould be governed by Paſtors and Elders, or by Dioce- 
fan Biſhops ) and then adderh , thue, where they ſay by Paitors and El- 
ders, adioyning the Elders to the Paſtors, and makzng thens both ſubutt to the 
congreg 11198 ( {s farr off are they fron grving ſole and ſupreme authornn to the 
Paſtors alone ec.) Mr Doft. taketh all froms thens all,and punteth the remes 
iuto the bandes of bus Dioceſans alone , 4c, From which words to con- 
dude the former aſlumprion, and (in the contriving of the argu- 
ment)to keep, as neere as may be, to the renour of che ſyllogilſme, 
propoſed by the Door to himſelf ro conture; thus 1 argue. 

Whoſorer goueth to the Dioceſan Biſhop alone that, power Which is taken 
fm the ſeverall Paſtors With thei Elders and p.rihes, be grverh to the Di» 
«ce/in Byſhop , ſupreme and ſole aut horuie #n Cauſes eccleſiaſt1call. 
But the Duthor grueth ta the Dicceſan Biſhop alone, that puw:r Which i 1+ 
hn from their-ſeverel Paſtors With thew Elders and Parsſhes 

T berefore the Dottor grveth 19 the 'Deoceſen Biſh p borh ſupreme and ſole 
atthorue: in'eauſes eccd;ſisſt cal I rake the propotition which the Doct, 
himſelf ſerterh downe ( {e&. 11. pag. 43.) and adjoyneſuch an af- 


_ umption as beſt fitreth with it, And I noth-ng doubr, but the Re- 


fater will eafily be diſcharged from all the untruthes, the Door 
chargeth upon him,and it be madeto appeare that the DoR. him- 
ſeff is the man that-climberh that ladder of vntruthes, to put his 


The D, 


: : , - not th 
Bilhops out of thar ſeate of papacie, wherein ( by his owne rules) 1.4 < Rs 


they were quietly ſeared. And firſt , I will confirme the partes of eh the lad 


this argument & then blowe awaye the ſmoke of thoſe untruthes der of va« 
which roſe from our of theDoRoras ſparkes flye vpward. The pro- ©: 4thos, 


polirion I thas prove, 

Whoſoever giveth wnto one Dioceſan Biſhop alone for his Dioceſe, ſuch « 
poiver of government as Would 1 be found bot» ſupreme and (ole, if u mere wrve- 
fed wholly wn the perſon of any one paſt or for the government of one pariſhe, he 


, £rveth to the Duceſ m1 Biſh-p alone for bus Dioceſe both ſuprexne and ſole an» 


tooruie $1 Cauſes eccleſiaſtical. 

But that power of government which the D. taketh, from the ſ verall Pata 

for: with their Elders and Pariſhes # ſuch a pow:r as wwicld be found to be 

both ſupreme and ſole amthort'y m1 cauſes ecel-ſtafticall; if u were wholly me 

frdints the perſon of any one P aſt or ,for the government « fone Pariſſie. T be''es 

h17 Whof.cver giveth uno one davecſan Biſhop done for bys Dwoeeſe , that. 
N 
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overnment-,Which the D.makgth from the ſever «ll Paſtors ith they 
penn fo p-riſhehe grveth unto the awceſan Þjhop: alons far bu dwceſe both 
fepreme and ſole autheraty 11 cauſes ecc leſraſt wall. | 
Of this proſyllogilme the propoſition is cleare enough of it ſelf, 
and the gr” LAs is drawne from the D. words bothan his ſermon 
and this defenſe of it, when he ſaith, agameand againe, tat the authe. 
xery Which be demeth onto pariſhes, With thew Paft or; and Elders, (in this 
controverſy) « an mmmediate and independent or ſupreme authority [7 ficw 
ent fer eccleſiaſi icall goverment. And that the Paſtors ſhould have Pope. hg 
authority (4%. ſupreme and ſole authority in cauſes eccleſiaſt icall ) if there were 
not a conſ;ſtory #7 Elders adjoyned to bins... Wherefore, if it can be pro. 
ved that the D. giveth to dioceſFBiſhops that power of eccleſiaſtical 
goverment, whichrhe denicth vnto Paſtors with their pariſhes and 
Elders; it will incvitably folow, that he alloweth vnto every diocels 
Biſhop,ſupreme and ſole authority in cauſes eccleſiaſticall. To pro- 
cecd. therefore to the proofe of this pointe (which is the aſlumpti- 
on of the-firit proſyllogiſme) thus Iargue, 
jn debating this queſt jon (whather.the (hurche are to be governed ſeverely 
by Paſtars and Elders in every pariſhe, or by Biſhops ſett over the Paſtors ard 
people m @ Whole droceſe ) whoſoever empugneth the former and mauteineth 


Which be demeth to the ſeverall Paſtors With thei Elders and pariſhes. 
Bit in debating the queſtion before meneioned, the D. mpugneth the for- 
wer branch of the quettwon_, and manteweth the later. 
T berefore, he gaueth to every Biſhop, m bus dwoceſe, that power of gover- 
,went Which be denud unto the ſeverall paſtors With their Elders and pariſue!, 
Here the Aflumprion is init (elf evident,if the queſtion debated, 
be ſuch as is before noted;which none of his freinds necd to doubt 
of, fincethe D. himſelf excepteth not againſt ir, bur intreateth the 
rcader to take notice of the ſtate of the queſtion for future uſe (pag. 
41.) and when he repeatcth it (cap.3.pag.61.) he acknowledgeth 
it to be rightly (err downe, in refpe& of the partes of the diltunGi- 
on. Whence it followeth alſo that the propoſition of the prolyl- 
logilme ſtanderh firme. For in this queſtion(to uſe his-owne words 
cap.3.pag 60,61.) hemuſt confeſie, (vale(lc he will confeſle him- 
/ {elf co be ignorant in logicke) that this diſjunRion is implyed, 
The Churches of Chriſte are to be governcd either by a preſbyt 
1n.eycryparithe, os by one Bilbop, {ct over an whole dioceſe. An 
this 


he later, be giveth unto every Biſhop in his dwceſe, that power of goverment * 


— 


JD, 2. of of. Orf dna 0D; LD. . 
this diſjunRion, as it is ex hypotheſi neceſiarie,it being agreed vp- 
on 0n beth (ides, that cither rhe one or the other forme of gover- 
ment.is to be imbraced, and that one and bur one of theſe afferti- 
ons is true or falſe ; ſoit doth neceflarily import, both that they 
which aftirme the former, doo give vnto every pariſhe Church and 
her preſ bytery( for the goverment of it (elf Jthe fame power, which 
they take from dioceſan Churches and their Biſhops: And that they 


* which pleade. far the goverment of Biſhops, doe allowe vnto every 


Biſhop in his diocefe, the ſame power and authority, which they de- 
nie to the ſeverall pariſhes and their preſ byreries. For as it were a 
fooliſh queſtion, if both partes of the diljunAion were true; ſoo it 
were no leſle fooliſh, if both partes were yntrue or falle;as it muſt be, 
if that power of goverment, be not lawtull for the one, which is de- 
nied ynto the other. 


Now (tocome to the.vntruthes which the D.chargeth vpon his S:&. g, 24 
Refuter:) he findeth in his aſlumprtion thele two. 1. that all authort- Sect. 19, 
19 # by the Drs: taken from the Paſtors, Eldrrs and people m every pariſhe . P3Y- 414%» 


2. T hat alls ovven to the Biſhop alone, To prove the firſt an vntruth, 
he firſt granteth one parte of it true, ſaying the Elders m deed, 7 rejett 
4 anew deviſe » 2. As for the pariſ huoners, ( though for OY CVs 
dt ſake, as be ſaith, he lexvith out that dotage of they cherfe authorure, 
as if we held it, and ſo maketh vs bcholding to him, for lea- 
ving that out, which wee never put in ; for where did he cvcr 
read that we give them the chicte authority in government?) in 
them he acknowledgeth ſome authorune , in chuſing or conſenting to the 
choiſe of (ome (burch officers , And 3. as touching the Paſtors of the 
Pariſhes, he leaverh them that Paſtorall power, which ever was gran- 
ted to them, ſince the firſt diſtinguiſhing of Pariſhes, to witt, 
ther power of order as they are all eMwmnſters , and « power of firutual 
# mvard wnriſdiftion , to rule their flock, after a private manner , and as 
it vere in the Court of conſcience. The Elders indeed, have little 
eauſe to thankehim-z but ſee how much the people and their 
Paſtors are: beholding to him: he is content the people ſhall have 
ſome authority, he had once ſayde to chooſe , but that was too 
much, and therefore recallinge it he ſayth to conſent. ro the 
choiſe of ſome Church officers; but they muſt Nand to his curteſy, 
hereafter to vnderſtand at his pleaſure, who are thoſe ſome (Þurch- 
efiew1, to whoſe choiſe they haye onkecls to conſcnt; and who - 

by are. 


wwe 


The DoR. 
ſhifrech 
ahe ſenſe. 
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are thoſe other ſome, to whoſe choiſe , they bare no authoritic @ 
mach as to aflent: whether by the former, he meane their Paſtors, 
and perhaps the Church- wardens and Pariſh clerks; and by the 1a. 
ter , the. Biſhops, Deanes, Prebends, Archdeacons &c. yea or no, 
In like manner he alloweth, ro the Paſiors of pariſhes, a paſtoral 
power, both of order and juriſdi&ion ; but their Paſtoral! authori. 
ty, is 10t im foro externo, but in firs conſeient:e , and whatſoever it be, jt 


is deleg1ted and camitted to them by rhe'Biſhips,( (erm. pag. 45.) whew 


the care of the Whole (/hurch beligeth:(o that the authority is not theirs, 
they are but as ſervats to the Bys,&ſo rule under the,as they are ru- 
ed by the, as at large he aſſayeth to prove, ſerm.p. 45.46.47.51, 
Yea-& in this defence,p.42.he leaverb to them that paſtorall power 
onely, which ever 4s granted wnto them, ſince the firſt abſt wig aſhing ef pa- 
riſhes , and allor19ng of feverall Preshyeers to them, as if their power and 
fun&ion were not of divine or apoſtolicall; but rather of humane 
& papall inſtitution. Thus we fee. how deeply indebted the Paſtors 
and pcople are rothe DoRor for his allowance towards them, 

2. Burt how willtieſc parts of power or authority thus allowed 
them by the D. prove an vntruth in the Refuter when he (aid,rhat 
the queſtion being (as he ſaid ) whether the Church ſhould be go- - 
yerned by Paſtors and Elders with the people, or by Dioceſan Bi- 
ſhops , the DofÞor taketh all from them at! , cc, Muſt not that all 
which is ſaid to be taken away, be limited to the queſtion before 
propoſed? 9, d. all thatpower of government ( which is contro- 
yerted whether it belongeth to the Paſtors with the elders & peo- 
ple of every pariſh , os ro the Biſhop in his whole Dioceſe, a/this I 
lay, )the DoRor taketh from the Paltors Elders & people,and put- 
teth the fame(nor «{ fimply)into the hands of his Dioceſan Biſhop 
alone. Andin this ſenſe (which is the true ſenſe, thongh the Dok. 
ſhifteth our of it ) the refuters words are true, as before is ſhewed, 
Neyther can the DoRor without ſhame, deny it; ſeing that exter- 
nall power of government which ſtandeth cheefly in ordeyning, * 
cenſuring and abſolving &e. is the thing contreverted in the quz- 
{tion defore expreſſed, which the DoRor holdeth to be the Dioce- 
ſan Biſhops right,and unlawfully given to the pariſh-Biſhop & his 
Elders. Wherefore the firſt vntruth falleth back upon the DoRors 
owne head, when he falſly ſayth, that his Refuter afficmmech of him, 
that he taketh all manner of authoritic from the Paſtors Elders & 


peopk, 


” wor pwoy 
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ce. And fo alſo doth that fecond mntruth, inaſmuch as himlſclf 
well vnderſtandeth, and elſewhere rightly interpreteth the refuters TheD, . ; 
qe : wa chargeth * 
meaning(in the propoſition (cr downe page 41.)to be of givingto 4, ?.... 
the Biſhop , that power , which & taken from the [everall Paſtor; che. and with z, vn. 
not all power ſimply.. As for that he objecteth to prove, that he gi- truthes, luc 
veth not all authority to the Biſhop alone, becauſe atters are m the ee- Rey both 
deriflicall government 1yned With bim, (ome under tim, as Deanes, Arch- 1% back 
" deacons fc. ſome above him as eArchbiſhops , and provincial Synodes ec. —_ bus 
Itſhalbe anſwered, cap. 4- ſc. 8, where it is nothing to the pur. Ro ; 
poſe but an other (hifr, from the queſtion, which is not de fact» and ® 
of the rime preſent , ( viz, what order of government now ftanderh 
in our Churches by our preſent lawes and conſticutions)but de gre, 
what forme of Church-government ought to be,or at lealt, Rw- Fr: 
fully may be, as being of divine or Apoſtolicall inſtitution? Or if Is a 
& fat», yet 1t 15 for the time alt,for the firſt 200.yeares afterChriſt, ,,. y—_— 
25 the Poſitions which himlelf propoſed ro oppugne (ſerm. pag, 
4. ) doe declare. Wherefore, it the Doctor will diſcharge himſclte 
from giviug all the power of governmenr in queſtion, to one Bi- 
ſhop alone ia his Dioceſe ( and (o be guiltlefle of the vntroth, he 
chargeth on the Refuter) he muſt both atfirme and prove, that the 
Archdeacons and Deanes (rurall and cathedrall) rogither with the 
Chauncelors and officialls, which now rule vnder the Biſhop , and 
the Archbiſhop with his courts , which are above him be of divine 
inſticution, or at leaſt were in vie, in the time of the Apoſtles, and 
ſo derived to ſucceeding ages. And yet,it he could and ſhould per- 
forms this hereafter; it ſhall nothing weaken the Refuters aſlerti- 
on, who examining the tegor of his ſermon ( and finding therein 
no intimation, eyther of any aſlittants tg reſtreyne- his Dioceſan 
Biſhop, or any ſuperior court to rule over him) did therefore true- SeR.rs, 24 
ly aftirme, thatthe Door put the reynes of the, government c6. Seftion rr, 
troyerted, into the hands of hisDioceſan alone. | Page, 43, 
Asfor thoſe two vntruthes, which he ſought and profeſſeth to 79 orher 
finde in the propoſition , they doe ( even as the former two.) re- —_— 
turne home into his owne boſome. For ſince he cannot deny, but ,, $;« Ref 
that the power which he taketh from the ſeveral Paſtors wich their by the D. 
Elders and pariſhes, is in his opinion a ſupreme authoritie in cau- returne 
ſes eccleſiaſticall, and ſuch as wilbe both (ſupreme and ſole in the back inte 
Pator (yea more then Popelike) if they had not aconfitoric ofel- A 0wne 
N 3 dcrs mae. 


The D, 


TheD, ma- 6egiſme evidently falſe; it is a ſupreme and lowd lye in the DoQor, (if, 


ib, 2, Supreme authority groen 18 the Biſhop. Gap. x, 
ders joyned to him; it is no vntruth to affirme ( but an yntruth'to 
deny) that he giveth both ſole and ſopreme authoritie to the Dio. 
ccſan Biſhop(whotoever he be)that giveth to him alone that poyer 
of government which the Doctor taketh from every ſeveral Paſtor, 
with the Elders and pcople of every pariſh. For whereas he obje. 
Rerh,that becauſe be ackrowledgeth « ſuperior author wie both tm the Archbi. 


ſhop: and bis courts ;, and in the provincuallSyneds , c5c. ut ts apparant that 


—_ he did take «ll antherity from periſh Beſhops and'therr Elders; yet is 
Would not fellow, thut he g weth the Whole authoruye eceleſiabticall to the Di. 
oceſan cl.ne; it is but an idle repetition of what he bctore obje ed, & 
is before anſwered ; and here alrogither impertinent; becauſe to 
weaken the refuters propoſition, he muſt ſhewe that he giveth nor 


ſupreme and (ole authorttie to the Biſhop in his Diocelc; although 


he give to him alone, all the power that he taketh from the ſeverall 
Paſtors , with their Elders and pariſhes. 

But whereas he fallcth backe to the afſumption againe, & addeth 
touching his refuters ſpeach in ſaying that he aſcribeth ſupreme 
authority in cauſes eccleſiaſlicall ro the Dioceſan Biſhops, thats 
« the ſupreme and lowdeft lye, and mak/th the Aſſuwpuon of bus cheeft jyl- 


ketk a loud. I may returne him his owne words ) 1, toreckon.this for one vn- 


ye. 


truth implied in the propoſition, when himſelfe acknowledgeth ic 
to be the alſumprtis of his cheife (yllogiſme. 2.to deny itz for what 
could be ſpoken with aſupremer & lowder crye,by him, then that 
the DioceſanBithop hath ſupreme authority in cauſes eccleſiaſtical, 
and that not in this defenſe onely, but in the 4. point of thoſe 5, 
in his ſermon , where he offreth to prove it by divers teſtimonies, 
To what end elſe cireth he (pag. 30. ) gnatius ad Smyro, and 

2g. 31. 34: 36. 46. Ignatius ad Trallenf, fhewing that all muſt 
be ſubje& to the Bilhop, who holdeth aud menageth the Whole poryer & 
authority over all; yea ſuch & power as admitteth no partner, auch leſle 


a ſuperior * Yea what elſe meaneth. his concluſion, pag. 53." 


where he faith , thus you haue heard that the Angels or Bighops of the 
primitive Church, were for the ſubitauce of their calling ſuch as our; at, 
having « peerelefſe power bath of ordination and inriſaxttion? If this be 
not to give ſupreme authority to the Dioceſan Biſhop, let the rea- 


dir: 
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«free himſclfe from giving popelike authoritie to Biſhops, or t 


der. (eſpecially when he hath read the 7. ſeAion of the next cha» 
prer) judge « As yet therefore neyther the loweit nor the towd- 
etlies, which the Door chargeth upon his Refuter doe belong 
to him; they muſt goe home and reſt with their owne Father, 


for ought is yet done, 


As for all that which followeth ( pag. 44. & 45. ) eyther'to SeQt, r1.2d 


ove his accuſation againſt the -Presbyterians , that they mak 


v7: good aftetion to'the-one, and cvill will, ( which never (aid 
yell) ro the other; bur it can neyther cleare him, norcondemne 
them, in his conſcience, who indifterently examineth the-cauſe 
on both tides. For neyther is the Doors cauſereleived, by that 
ſubje&ion which he athrmerh ( and the Returer acknowledgeth) 
of our Dioccſan Biſhops , to their Archbilhops &c: Neyther is 
their cauſe made the worſe by thEheight or ampudencie of that 
eccleſiaſticall authoritie, which they give ro the Paſtor or people 
ofevery pariſh, For the queltion is not (as the DoGor ſhifterh 
it). Whether by our Church conſtitutions, Dioccſan Biſhops doe 
lie ſubjzeR to any higker authoritie, or whether men 'may appeale 
from them, &c. but) whether the Doctor Uoth not indeavour 
in his ſermon, to convey ynto every Bthop in his Dioceſe, as 
his right by divine inſtitution, an authoricie and power of go- 
rerament, in cauſes ecclefiaſticall noleſſe ſole and ſupreme, then 
the power which every Paſtor ſhould haue in his parith (by the 
do&rine of the later diſciplinarians as he calleth them) if he had 
no conliſtorie of Elders to alliſt and reſtreine him 2 And tow- 
ching the pariſhbithop, the queſtion is-this; whether he ſhould 
be (or at leaſt ſceme to be) an abſolute Popeling, ( as having 
ſole and ſupreme aurhoritic in cauſes ecclefiaſticall ) if he had 
not a conſiſtory of Elders adjoyned vnto him 2 Tt therefore 
the Door will leave bis ſlutring and laundering , and /yllogen 
itualy conclude cyther from his owne fermon, the Negarve 
in the former queſtion; or-from their writings whom he 1mpus 
gneth , the affirmarove in the latcr ; he ſhall, 1 doubt not, have 
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the Paſtor of every parith a petty pope: Well may it argue his ;,. 


" 


The Do&. 
thuttceh 
the quelis 


. 


In the meane time, icing he hath not as yet affirmed, | much leſls 
proved) that Dioceſan Biſhops are by divine or apoſtolicatl inſii. 


rution , ſubje& to the juriſdiftion eyther of the Archbiſhsp, or of 


the provinciall ſynode;ic may ſuffice to cloſe vp the former queſts 
with his owne words (p-43. )Whar hath he gained by all his owne 
triumphing outcries , but the manifeftation of his owne mani. 
feſt vntruthes? Andfor the later queſtion, ſince it is evident, ( 

their protcſtario rouching the K. ſupremacy) that they doe ſubjeR 
their Paſtor, aſwel as the meaneſt of the people, togither with the 
whole congregatio, to the Kinges authority,& to all his Majcſties 
civill officers & ecclefiafticall lawes:and ſcing allo ir appeareth,not 
onely by the ſame Tra, art. 26. bur allo by thoſe 16. poſitions: 
& by the Refuters words(wherect he tooke notice pag. 38. & 41.) 
that they ſubje& their Paſtor, and every of their ecclefiaſticall oth. 
cers, to the body of the congregation and their cenſure, if there be 
juſte cauſe: he doth wittinely add vnto his former vyntruthes, theſe 


TheD. a4- 2.falſe and (hamelefſe poſitions. viz. T hat ther Paſtor 4s a perrye Tee 
derh to his ,, regerd of that ſupremacy., Which they aſeribe unto bm.Þ: a d that, me 


former vn- 
truthes, 2 


falſe ane 


fnameleſle for of aparticul ov congreg 1191, the higheſt ordznery eccleſio((reall officer, m , 


1t not that be had a conſiſt orie of Elders joyned to bnn..., as the Pope bath of 
(rdmal:, he world be more then a Pope. True it 15,they ſay, that the Paſe 


pokhtions, every truc-confltared vej:ble Church of (brit: But they ſpeake onely of 


ſuch Churches and Church-otfcers, as were ſpecially inſtituted in 

the new-Teſtament. And if che D. judgement be demaunded, 

which is the higheſt ordinary Church- officer in fuch a Church, lex 

him thinke with himſclfe wherher he muſt not be inforced ro athrm 

aſmuch of his dioceſan Biſhop, or ar leait of his Archbiſhop? For 

if all the viſible Churches planted by the Apoltles, and indowed 

with power of ccclcfiafticall government, were dioceſes properly 

(as ke confidently (aith) and if he'dare not reſolmely atfirme and 

for acerteinetruth (as he dareth nor but thinketh ovely hb, 2.cap, 

6, pag. 114.) that Mctropolitans were (I ſay not 1nſt.ruted, but) 
intended by the Apoſtles; why may itnut be concluded rhar in is 

opinion, the dioceſan Biſhop, is the highcit ordinarie ofticer ccelc- 

Hafticall,in cyery true viſible Church inftirured in then. w tc ſiamer? 

Wherefore ſince it is apparant by the tenor of his ſcrmon(ſp: = 

by pag. 44. 45. & 90.); thathe givcth to the Brſhop a peerelcfle 

power ofrule, aſwell over the pre( byters as the people of his = 
cc 
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eſe; that maie be truly affirmed of his dioceſan Biſhop, (which he 
fallly airh of the parifh Biſhop) thar he is a petty Popein regard of 
that ſupremacie, which he aſcribeth vnto him. If he had rather 
beſtowe this honor, vpon his Metropolitan Biſhop; becauſe ( to. 

ye that no Church in the world is more agreable, to the forme 
and government of the moſt ancient and Apoſtolicall Churches, 
then this of England ) he faith ( in that 114. pag. lib. 2.) that at 
the firſt e FMWetropolitans were, autokephalot , heades by themſelves of thee 

inces , and not ſubordmate to any other (uperiowr Brſheps ;, as it mult 
needes be granted him;thar the citle doth bekeeme him much bet- 
ter, becauſe the ſupremacie of his juriſdiRion is farr larger: ſoit 


cannot be avoided, but the Door falleth into another vntruthe The D. fat- 


in deny ing any of our Biſhops, to be the ſupreme eccletiaſticall of- lerh into 


anothcr va 


ficer in his Church. To ſay as he doth (pag. 45 .)that- our Brſbops are | 
guided by lawes , which by their ſuperiors are umepoſed on them, maketh n 
no more for them;then the like ſubjeRion m the pariſh Biſhop. Burt 
why ſay I the like? Since 1t is farr greater,he being ſubjc& nor one- 
ly to the King, his eccleſiaſtical lawes, and the meanelt of his civil 
officers; but alſo to the cenſures of his fellow-elders, and the con- 
gregation whereof he is a member. 

But that which is further added rouching the Paſtours with their 
eldcrs and people, (viz. that, they have ( as the Pope faith he hath) 
4 ſupreme mnmedzate and independert authority ſufficient Gr the government 
if ther Churches wu all cauſes ecileſtaſticall, and therefore for m. kyng of Laves 
ecclfiaſticall ee. and that, as the Pope doth not acknowleage the ſupertortty, 
of a ſynoae to empoſe lawes on him, no more doe they) 1 yer ſee not, with 

whar windelace he can drawe from thence , that which he intend- 
eth, viz. that tbe rite of abſolv te popelings agreeth better to ther pariſh Bi- 
ſhips, then to bus Dioceſan Brſhops. For is not that power of govern- 
ment which the Doctor giveth to every Dioceſan Church, by di- 
vine and Apoſtolicall inſtitution, as immediate independent and 
ſufficient for it ſelf; as that which they give to every pariſh? Elſe 
why doth he, for the confuring and ſupreſling of their pariſhonal 
government ſer downe this afſertion,namely,that the vilible chur- 
ches (ſuch as he (peaketh of )indowed with power of eccleſialticall 
government, were Dioceſcs properly, and not parithes? The com- 
pariſon therefore ſtandeth much berrer betweene the Pope and the 
Diocclan Biſbop , in this manner . As Papiſts ſay, their Pope hath 

O an 


4 + 2% 
dependent, and immediate authority , from-Chriſt, over all 
the Paſtors and people within his charge, (which is the Catholike 

Church or vniverſal ſocietic of Chriſtians throughout the world)& 
4 power ſufficient, for the ecclefiaſticall goverment of all Churches 
every where : (o ſaith the Door and his aſſociates, that every Di. 
oceſan B:ſhop hath an immediare and independent authority from 
Chriſt, over all the people of his Diocefe (which 1s his charge) and 
ſufficient for the ecclefialticall government of all Churches within * 
his juriſdiction: ſce pag. 14- of his anſwere to the preface, & ſerm, 
pag. 52. As for Synodes,if they be lawtully called, well ordered, 
and their conſtitutions, by royall authority ratified; the Door 
can give neyther more honour, nor obedience to them, then they 
doe; ( as their proteſtation ſheweth , Art. 8, 12. 13 14.) If they 
want rega!l authoritie to aſſemble or to ratify them; they thinke, 
that by divine or apoſtolicall ordinance, their decrees or canons 
ought not to be impoſed on any Churches, without their particu- 
lar and tree conſents, Sce H. I. in his reaſons for reform: pag. 31, 
And i' this alſo be a papall priveledgq how will he exempr his Di- 
oceſan Biſhop, from being 1tke herein to the Pope, when he had ne- 
ther Archbiſhop, nor provinciall Synode, to impoſe any lawes on , 
him 2 Or the Archbithap and primate of all England, who at this 
day, acknowledgeth no ſuperiority of any ſynode to 1mpoſe lawes 
ypon him? Thus much ſhall ſuttice to be ſpoken in defenſe of thoſe 
later di'ciplinarians, from whom (although in ſome thinges I con- 
feſſe I diſſent)yert I cannot coſent to the D.raking away of their in- 
nocency. Wherein we ſee how the more he ſtriveth, to remove the 
ticle of popelings from the dioceſan or provinciall Biſhop;the more 
he inwrappeth either the one or the other, vnder a juſt and due ti- 
TheD, get- fle therevnto. And finceit is,and ſhalbe proved,that he giveth both 
teeth no- ſole and ſupreme authority ro Biſhops 1n their Churches; he muſt 
thing by (will he nill he) rake home to himſelf, that ſame plaine-lye, which 


_ ey & he giverh his Refuter(in the next ſe&ion.pag.47.)becaulc he ſaith, 4 
Et nm 


that his Wordes doe there imply(and afterwards plumely affirme) a (overergrtit 

ou ym and ſupremacie wm Pg, other «M wr for i om Nos, vn- 
bo derſtanding, /overeignrie, is nothing bur ſole and ſupreme authority. 
What more there1s,the Retuter is content to ſaye,(as the D.in the 

ad ſcR.rz, ſcion following,) willeth him to ſay in another caſe, ov manthano, 
P3g.47- Iunderitazdne. And as for that other yntruth, which M. Door 
1S 
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 firmation, tht the Wiſe and learned drſeipimarims doe grant, 1. that the Bis 
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jspleaſed to call an error, where he ſaith, they were called angels in re 
ſpelt of thewr general calling of the Mmittery, it (hall relt ſab judzce, vndee 
cided for a while , till a fitter occaſion calleth for the examination 
of it. ; | * 
In the 5). next ſeQions ( viz. 13-17. ) there are many: words SeR.r2.2d 
eto licle purpoſe, the Doors cheite drift is rocleare himſelf 'ect.13.14 . 


of orae vntruthes , which the Refuter chargeth vpon him in his af. 15-15 et. 
trom page 


ſoops which in his text are called Angels, were Baſhops of Whole cities and the & .tO 52, 


countred2y aduoyning , that 15 to ſay, Duceſes . 2.T hat, the Preſbyters which 
were no Admnſters were lay and axnuall. 3. That theſe angels were nothmg 
alle but Preſidents of the Preſbyteries, 4. T hat, ther preſid-niſhip, was one- 
þ for 4 Week or a month , and that, by courſe, a5 bemg comon to them in ther 
twner. Now the Door, to manitelt the truth to be of his ſide, in 
al theſe points, appealcth to the writings of Calvin and Beza. And 
touching the firfl, he ſhewerh from their words, that in the primi- 
tive Church, Biſhops had the overlight of Dioceſes; and therefore 
in ſome places ( where their circuit was very large) they had vnder 
them, ſuch as were called (horeprſcops,countrey-Biſhops(he mighe 
have added Lecores, Acoluthes &c.) & that they had alſo above 
them e Merropolutanes, as wemay (ce in the places whereunto he ſen- 
det vs. Calv. Infſtit, lib. 4. cap. 4. ſcion 2. and 4. Beza de Mi- 
niſt. grad: Cap. 24. pag. 167. &C. - 

But how doth this prove(that which he was to prove), that the The D fre. 
Biſhps which 41n his text are called angels, were Biſhops of Dioceſes, <th nor 
or ſer over whole cities and the countryes adjoyning? Doth it not 19iclt frs 
prove as ſtrongly, that theſe angels had both country-Biſhops, & ,,**ne- 
diverſe other interior, degrees o clergie-men vnder then; and Me- ON = 
tropolitans above them? hich if the Doct. ſhould aftirme, his beſt jim. : 
freinds would {ce very evidently , that he abuſcth theſe grave and 
karned divines moſt groſlcly , ro make them the authors of thoſe 74,,ng,q 
matruthes, which himſelf broached, and will not recall. His hope changeth 
was (it (cemeth) to blinde his readers eyes, by a crafty changing of the quett:, 
the queſtion (as altnoltevery where he doth) and concealing that X concea- 
which ſcrverh to convince him, both of mainteyning an vntruth, | thar 
end abuſing their teſtimonies ro mainteyne it. For iris maniteR, _ R 
that they both do ſpeak neyther of theſe «Angels , nor of the Apo- _ __ 
les times; butef that forme of government, which by humaneof z,cyits, 

Q 2 ordl- 


'L1b.2. F be Elders wot lay, our Efee(TaſtiCcalt, b 
ordinance tooke place after their daies;- whercin the ordinances of 
Chriſte and his Apoſtles, which ſhould have bin kept inviolable(ac. 
cording to 1. Tim. 6. 14.) began to be violated, and ſo on to the 
time of the Papacie. Let the D. readagaine the title of that q, cap, 
with the 1.& 2. ſe&ions therof, togither with that 24. chap. of 4 
Beza, pag. 165. 166, &c. and though he be a parrie, yer I will(a 
_ tyme)- make him judge, how ſubſtancially he hath- proved the 
r{t pointe, 
TheD.tel- Nether are the Teſtimonies alledged for the 2. point, fodireRor 
Amones firfor his purpoſe, as he would perſwade: for where he ſhould prove 
prove not 
the poiar. that they teach, that thrſe ancient governonge Elders which (they bold)wae 
pres of the preſbyterte, m rhe Apoſtolike Churches, are lait and anal, he 
ſheweth our of Beza, (in his tormer book pag. 60, cap. 11.) thatat 
Geneva, there are yearely,cither new cholen,or the old confirmed. 
And out of Calvin. (Inſtit. lib. 4. cap. 3- {e&.$.)and Beza apgaine 
(cap. 11. pa.64. and de preſb.and excom. pag.105.) that they are 
or mult be choſen out ot the lazery. The reaſons why they are there 
annuall, doe clearcly ſhew ( Beza dio libro. pag. 68.) thatit isa 
matter of convenience, in regard of perſons, place, time, and ſon- 
dry other circumſtances ( ſoeſtemed) and not a thing neceſſarie, , 
And though they account them not of the Miniſtery, becauſe they 
arenot choſen and ordeyned to the Miniſtery of the word and G- 
craments ; yet is their office merely ecclefialticall not vil, becauſe 
of the choiſe and ordination by the publike prayers of the Church, 
And therefore if the word laiety or laie-perſons, be oppoſed to (uch 
as are perſons eccleſiaſticall ; they cannot properly be ſayd to re- 
maine /-ye,during their office. Neyther doth Calvin any where fay, 
that being choſen our of the Lay , they fill remaine lay. Nay his 
very phrafe, choſen from among the [1tie, ſheweth, that after the choile 
during the time of their ofhce they are nor of the lawery , But the 
D. faith, that, being choſen they dove not become to be of the (lergie , there- 
tore Mr Calvin muſt needs meane , they #Fill continue to be of the laiery. 
But when by the (ergie,Mr Calvin meaneth(as he ſaith, vſitaro nowi- 
we, all ſuch as nada any publik Miniſtery in the Church;(all be- 
ing ſo called from the Door to the dore-keeper) what can he elſe 
meane, but that they(by thatele&ion being called to beare publick 
office of government with the paſtors)became thereby to be of the 
6lrgie, that is (as the generall defanition of the word clergic yo 
el 


tp. 2. Elaers Wot lay men. Eb. 2, 109 
eth) eccleſiaſticall perſons. In deed, he calleth them Fe, becauſe Ms 
they be not of the Clergie in the ſtrifer ſenſe, (viz Miniſters of the io jurif- 
word and ſacraments) but yer he calleth their funRion, an eccleſe:ſti- 4; nuis. 
call order and facred tunaion. 

As idly and cvilly alleadged is Mr Bezaes teſtimoney, for as litle Bezaes teſ. 
doth it ſpeak to the purpole;ke may doc wel to look vpo his bouk bock att 
againe,& ſee whether ir be Beza that calleth them annuall in the ,,, evilks 
title of that chapter;ir may be the rirle :t ſe}f wilt prove none of Be- a1llcadged 
2aes, but Saraviacs his adverſarics,who by that term in the title ſee- by the D, 
keth co diſgrace that funRion; which I the rather belceve, becauſe, 
where they are (ayd in thar tnle to be fuch as are ad docendum mepti, 

Bera diſclaymeth ir, and ſaith, they muſt in ſome ſort and meaſure 
be ad docendums apt: ; and that it 15 a fault , if others be choſen, and 
chargeth Saravia to do litle better then c.lummate in ſo terming them. 

AnJ that however new may be choſen at the yeres end, yer that re- 
mere nec ipſi { ſe deponunt , nec deponuntur; yea rather ſummo ſtudy ren- 
nentuy que fidems ſan, et delogentiam m uo preſbyrrratu probarunt. And that 
whereas by the order of the conſiſtory,a time is preſcribed whether 
amwn vel bygius:1t is done in diſcretion, for diverſe cauſes( ſer down 
by him) not tor that cyther they did nor, or by the nature of their 
office might not,continue longer. And the Door might aſwel ſay, 

that theſe rwo worthies doe make the ottice of the Pattor (which is 

perpetual)anual: for the caſe may fo fall out, that it may &doth laſt 

but a yeare with ſome, ſuch is their demeanour thercin. And to 

conclude, the very lawes of Geneva; which conteyne the order of 
that Church whereunto the D. appealeth ſaying , (pag. 9.) Thar, 

in the end of the yeare the Elders ſhalbe preſented to the Seniory,to know if they 

be \porthy ro continue #1 their office, or to be diſcharged, becauſe it 18 nor expe- 

dem, thar, they be changed without a cauſe, (halbe Indge; However it 

be, it reſteth {tl an untruth vpon the DoRors owne head(neicher 

ſhall he ever be able ro remove it)in that he faith,T hey bold the Pre ſe 

byters of thoſe {hurches (mentioned in his text) Which were nor Mini- 
ſters, to be annual or lay-Preſpyrers, 

Aſmuch may be ſayd concerning the third point, viz. chat they The DoR, 
wake thoſe angels nothing elfe bug Preſidents of the Preſbyteries then which Randerh 
the DoRor ſaith, nothing is more plane; & I ſay, nothing is eſſe plaine va >, 
or true, theg that it is plaine they ſay ſo. : 
O 3 For 
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For 1, neyther Calvin, nor Beza, nor 1. C. nor the Author of the 
eccle{ia{ticall diſciphne,do confound thoſe ancient Bilhops(the ÞD, 
[peaketh of) with theſe Angels , as he doth. He produceth them 
all 4.(as if he would ſtrike it dead)and they all agree in one, yer ne. 
ver a one with him. Three of them ſpeake, neyther of theſe angels, 
nor of the times wherein they lived; but of other perſons & times; 
very ſweetly therefore doth the D.from them conclude, for theſe 


Angels and their times. Beza in deed (Annotin Apoc. 2.1,)ſpea- * 


keth of theſe Angels, but it is cleare he maketh them ſuch(Progfters) 
prz{idents of the aſſemblies, ro moderate the meetinges of the ret 
ot the Miniſters; as that alſo, they were Minilters of particular 
Churches or congregations, with whom the relt of che Miniſters 
were equall in authority after the end of that aflemblie, over u hich 
they were tor order ſake choſen & (ett: yea he directly diſclaymeth, 
both in that Annotation, and in his anſwere to Saravia, thole pre- 
fidenrs or Brſhops, which were nothing clſe bur preſidentes of fuch 
Aſſemblies having no particular Churches,vpon which they did re- 
fide, and over which they watched nor, togither with the ret of the 
Miniſters, of equail authority with them. 

2. [tis alſo evident by the writings both of Calvin and Beza(for 
as for the other nored in his Margine, I know not to what cnde he 
ſhould ſend the reader to them , vnlefle for his difcredic 1n quo» 
ting them idlcly) Inſtir. lib. 4. ca.4.fcc.3. and De gradib: Minilt, 
C4. 22, Pa. 133.) thateven thoſe ancient Bilbops, (which lived at- 
ter the time of theſe Angels, for of them oncly they ſpeak) which 
moderatcd the aſſemblies of the reſte of the Paltors and prel byters 
in any Towne or Citic, were themſelves by their othce, Paltors (et 
ſuz pargciz precrant) and governed their owne parithe,yea they la- 
bourcd no lefle (much more rather) then other pref byters, in the 
diſpenſation of the Word and Sacramentsi!l favouredly theretore, 
doth the D.concludefrom them, for the Apoſtles times... Butto 
help ar a dead lifre; and ro colour the falſchood (which he could 
not bur (ce,) of that his aſſertion; he now,in this de fence, toylterh 


foyiterh in M1 theſe words m» reſpett of ther ſuperimity,and telleth us, ther they make 
a lenteace the A-grls of the (arches (w1reſpett of their ſupertornty) onely preſidents of the 
which yet preſbyrentes. And fo reaſoneth very profoundly in this manner. T key 


make the Angels of the Charche,n reſpett 4j thei ſuper1uy abue ether p! (ſ- 
byters, onely preſidents if the preſbyters, Ergo, they makg theſe Ar gel: noth rg 


die 


a 
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os but preſidentes or moderaters of the aſſemblies. As if aman monghe (by 

zales of logick) conclude Mr. Downam to be nothing elſe bur a 

Door in divinitic, becauſe by degres in ſchooles he is a D. in di- 

vinity, though he be alfo Pattor of grear Which 1s his beſt 

ſtile,1f he were (o well adviled,as to rake his degree ot honor, from 
the word of God &c, 

As for the fourth, ſince the Ref. acknowledgeth (anſwer pag.7.) $815.24 
that thoſe Wiſe and learned drvines, doe judge that ther preſidencie in claſſicall ſe&t, 17.P, 
or Syn0d..l meet gs, Was but of a ſhort continuance, es occaſion required; the $2.53. 
D.might have ſpared his labour tn proving this point, It he would 
dirc&t'y have contradicted him; he ſhould have proved from their 
writings, tbat they are of opmon., that the preſident might not by the nature 
of bus office, conrinue lger then for a weeks or a moneth; this was it, which 
the Refuter denied: but herein he juſtifterh him rather. For in the 
very places quoted by him, pag. 141.153. though Beza faith, that 
the prelidenres of the pref byters were ar firſt by courſe, & of ſhort 
continuance; yet he affirmeth that that order was nor eficntiall or 
immutable, but accidentall and variable,and that it was ——_ 
thought fir ro ſcrrle it conſtantly vpon one. Bur whereas the D. 

(lib. 2. pa. 141.) tellerh us, that as there canmor be one inſtance grven,bus 
that a/w.wiſe the preſident of the preſbyterze in the primntzve Church, was perpe« 
tual: (3 it Was wn ( alvins time, ard Bez.u miſliketh ut not, but ſometimes Wiſhe TheD.juſ. 
th it were reſtored; what elſe doth he but jultihe his Refurer in that ;;6ch his 
wherein he would condemne him? Wherefore let the D. be in- Refnrer in 
treated to take theſe 4.vntruthes to himſelf again their own home; that where 
where ( for ought I know ) they were bredd and borne, and 1 he | 
there let them reſt, till he can bring ( which wil be ad grzcas ca- > war _ 
lendas) a better diſcharge from their writings, to juſt.fy thoſe par- — 
ticulars, take home 
Now touching thoſe calumniations , of vnmamerly ignorance,ci-. his 4. un- 

Wing rud-nes, Wranglmg &c. which he objected againſt his Refurer , I truthes. 
overpaſſe them as vnworthy any anſwere; it was the beſt he could 
doe , to ourface and falve his credit; bur ill will it doe it, with them 
that are wiſe & judicious. But whereas he twice affirmerh (pag.47 
(3. ) that the Refurer craftily concealeth , or cunningly ſeck-th to conceale, : 
the drv1ſion Which is among our ſelves, it is a Aaunder,not of ignorance, = + wa 

- . 2 ingly flan-. 
but againſt his owne knowledge ; for he could not but (ce that he dereth. 
layd(pag.y, of his anſwere) that all mer. are not reſolved of the truth of 

every 
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everyof them: yer the diviſion is nor { gree a9 he would pertwad, 
the world, nether are the pointes 6 newer ſo generally contracted 
of theſe reverend and karned vines (Calvin Beza &c.) as he confident. 
ly (bur falfly) avoucheth. Wherefore take he alſo to him theſetws 
entruthes,and add he a third hkewtſe to the former, where he (aith 
(in his margin. pa. 47-) that the Refuter miſtaketh his reaſoz.;, vnleſſe 
he had rather acknowledge,that his reaſon is impertinent and fri. 
yolous. For the queſtion being, What manner of prehemwmence, th.ſe 
Biſbops bad, which arc in bs text, termed the Angels of the 3. churche;thax 
which he addcth of the wiſer & more learned diſciplinarians,(their 
granting that they were Biſhops of whole cities &c.that their preſs 
byreries conſiſted partly of annuall or lay-Elders, and that the An. 
gels were nothing elſe, but preſidents of thoſe preſbyteries) cannot 
1n reaſon rightly be reduced to the queſtion; vnleſle it be vnder- 
ſtood of thoſe Biſhops and Churches which are mencioncd in the 
text, which is to be explicated. And if he be (as it muſt be) ſo vn. 
derſtood, he falfly chargeth his Refuter with an 5gnorane mit ki ge 
of bis rexſox., and lett him learne the leſſon he el{where taught his 
efuter (ay, ow mantheno, I vnderſtand not my owne reaſon; or clſe 
againſt his vnderſtandinge, he did both trifle in the one, and flan» 
der in the other. : 


Chap: 3. Concerning the reſidue of the Doftors de. 


fence of bis preface, or firſt part of his ſermon. from pag.z4 
to the end, 


Proceed we on now to the next ſcion (pag. 54.) where hetel. 
leth us, that hitherto bus two aſſertions conteyned #1 the explication, have bm 
proponnded, to be diſcuſſed; and that new there is way made for the proef of ey- 
ther , by enumerating dif mitly the ſever all pownts, which be prepoſ-d to bans 


: Ale e+e. And 1 with the reader to remeber how he faith betore ({cR, 


I. pag. 28) that the points to be bandled are firſt deduced out of the text + 
(from pag. 2. to pag; 6. of bis ſerm: lm. 16. )and ſecondly, that they are enue 
wmerated and diſt i(Hy marſhalled , pag: 6: and 7, Now Can any man 
that heareth him thus ſpeak,judg otherwiſe then that him(ſclf hol- 
deth the points diſtin&ly enumerated, to be the ſelf ſame, and nci- 
ther more nor fewer then thoſe , which are before deduced out of 
the text? Yet he that wel examineth the matter, hall find that net- 
gtiner 


"T..2. The D. enlareeth his pointes, — Cop. 3. 
ther-is the number of the points the ſame, neyther are the points 
{eadem numero | the ſame in number. We have already heard 
what are the two principall aflertions, which he propofcth ; ({xrm. 
pag-2.)-For che deciding of the former, he layeth downe two.que- 
tions, which are inlarged into three . viz. 1. Whaher the Chirches 
whereof they were angls , Were pariſhes or Droceſes. 2. And corſquinl 
; Whether thoſe angels Were pariſhionalor Duaceſan Biſhops? 3. What, was the 
pebeminence m reg:2d Wherof they Wwerecalled angels , Whether orely a pre9- 
rity in ordey above other Mmniſters,c> that for a time and by courſe; or a ſupe- 
rinitie in degree, and matorny of rule for terme of lift? In the dircX anſwe- 
ring of thele three queſtios, rogither with the later aflertion(which 
mutt be rake as is betore exprelled) the ſumme of his prefacelieth, 
a5 himſelf confeſſcth. (Defen. pag. 29.) Wherefore the points de- 
duced our of the text, cannot exceed the number of foure; ſo that 
inthe DoRors enumerating of 5. concluſions to be more at targe 
proſecuted; the nomber of theſe later excedeth the nomber of the 
former by one, as every childe-knoweth that can tell his 5.fingers. 
And the reader may eaſily diſcerne, that this One (which is now 
marſhalled into the feild. and was not before appointed to ſerve in 
* the barrel) is the firſt of the 5. which ſayth, there were nor {ry gover- 
wing Elders w1 the primitive (hurch; for this cannot carry the face of an 
anſwere to any of the three queſtions before mentioned. Now to 
compare the reſt and to rrie whether they be one and the {ame . 
1. His dire&anſwere to the firſt queſtion rouching the churches, 
mult be this. T he ({burches Whereef they were Angels,were dirceſes properly 
andnvt pariſhes, But the ſecond of the five (tor the firſt ts thewed to 
de an4ntruder) aftirmeth, that in the firſt 200. yeares the viſible churches 
ind.wed With pcwer of eccleſlaſticall goverment,, Were dicerſes prope ly, and 
wt pariſhes, and ebe preſbyteres Which Were xr thoſe times, Were n:# aſigned 
tpwiſhes, but to dieſes. Wherefore 2. That which tollowerh as a 
conſequent of this, (viz. th+t the Angels of the Churches and preſiderts of 
the preſbyterzes , Were nor-pariſhonall but dvoceſan Biſhops.) muſt be reterred 
tothe Bilhops,that lived in the firſt 200 yeares atter Chriſt; wherc- 
asthe anſwere of the ſecond queſtion hath peculier reterence to 
the Angels of the 7. churches, that they were not parifhonal} but 
dioceſan Biſhops. 3. In like manner, the anſwereto'the 3. queſti= 
0n, dcternineth the prgheminence of thoſe Biſhops which are cal- 
kd che Angels of the Churches,co be(not a prioricic in order, for a 
P time 


. 
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Lib, 2. The D. points thanged, * Cap. 4; 
time and by courſe, but) a ſuper torsty in degree above other eAinters, 
and a majority of rule duri:g life. Burt the tourth point amonge the five, 
with a larger reference to the Biſhops of the primitive Church for 
many ages, aftirmeth, that every Bſhop being advanced to an bigher d. 
gee of eAlinſterie, Was ſet above the other preſoyters net oncly w1 pruoricy of 
order, but al{s m majoruy of rule (or terme of fe. 4. And the laſt of the 
five , having an cye vato the function of Biſhops deſcribed in the 
forenamed poſitions ( whoſe Churches are Dioceſes, and their 

 Presbytcrics aſligned tor the whole Dioceſes, whole pre heminenee 
alſo is a \uperioritic in degree, and majoritic of rule) promiſeth to 
thewe and by evidence of truth to demontirate, that the callwy of ſach 
Biſhwps is of divine and apoſtolical! mlliturion,, But the laſt ailertion 
propoſed ( pag. 2. ) promiſcth this onely and no more, cut fthe 
wordes of the 1ext to ſhewe, that the office and fintton of Biſhops, there ment 
by Angels, 1s mn this text approved as | whull, and commended a4 excl! nt, 
Wherctore fince there is ſo apparant a difterence betwene the one 
and the other, me thinkes the D. ſhould ſooner be drawne to con- 
feſle, that the pointes firſt deduced out of the text to be handled, 
doo difter both- in nomber and nature from theſe, which areſe- 
cond!ly enumerated ; then to vndertake the mainteyninge of the ” 
contrary; and the reducing of the firit of his 5. concluſions, to 
one of thoſe 3. queſtions, which he propounded for the triall of his 
fiſt aſſcrtion. 

As for that faire floriſhe which he maketh , for the bringing of 
the firſt foure to the proofe of the hilt aſlertion;and the laſte of the 
five, to the fortityinge of the ſecond; how vainly he ſtriveth therin, 
the very change of both the aſſertions before named and here con- 
tinued, doth {ufficiently declare: yet his dete& herein, ſhall more 
fully be layd open hereatrer, vpon jult occaſion offred. 

In the meane time, I will firlt examine the ſcope of his reaſoning, 
lect. 18.8 Lhether it were fo farr diſordered by his Refurer as he would pet= | 

= P34” (wade his readcr; or rather be not perverted and-put ovt of frame 

; by himſelf? Itis a truth, by himſelf confeſſed in the 13ſt ſcion of 

this chapter (pag. 57. lin. 33.& 35.) thatthe body or frame cf 

his ſermon concludeth one and the ſame queſtion; but he 1s very 

aneric with'his Refurer for reducing both the aſlertions, which he 

propoſed to be diſtinctly handlcd,jnto one ſyllogiſme.For though 

hc granieh that ſome luch [yllogiſme, as his Refurcr franiced,n - 


$:8.2.ad 
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a begathered out of diverſe places of his ſcrmon;yet he denicth that 
4 zanſwereth to his intent. The ſyllogiſme ts this, 

, T he funttion of the Biſhops of the 3. (/pwches is lowfull and goed. 

4 Tb: funttion of the Byſhops of the Church of Ergland, is the finittion of the 
if Bip of the 7. (\purches | 

L F _ the funttin of the Biſhops of the (burch of England, u lawfall 
' wow 


Both the premiſſes are clearely gathered from the 2. page of his 
frmon; tor the propoſition 1s implied inthe 2. aflertion, which 
faith. T hat the officees funttion of Biſhops bere ment by Angels is in this text 
n approved a4 Lawfull and commended as excel'ent. And the afſumprion is 
thus propounded in the firlt aſſertion ( ibid.) The eAnges of the 7. 


b (ourches ( or the Paſtors or Biſhops of thoſe Churches underſtood by the at= 
" gel-) were ya for the ſubſtance of their calling , ſuch as the reverend fa- 
thers of our {hurch are.But let vs heare the Doctors cenſure of the re- 
_ futers ſyllogiſme. Againſt the aſiumprtion, he excepteth nothing, 


wherefore I muſt take ir for graunted, that it is, as his refuter affir= 
meth, all one with his firſt aſſertion. In like manner, he graun- 
teth the concluſion , to be the ſame with that which he calleth the 
«dogrine colle&ed our of the text (viz. that the calli»ge of droet/an Bio 
. ſhops is Lawfull and good: ) which he (erreth alſo for the conclulion of 
$ both the ſyllogiſmes which himſelf trameth.(pag. 58.) neither de- 
nieth he the propoſition to be1n eftect all one, with that which 

f himſelf raketh for the propoſition of his firlt ſyllogiſm, viz. thar the 
pl ealling of ſuch as are here meant by Angels is Lyfull «nd good. Let us view 


' his ſyllogiſm and/:compare it with the Retuter) and this iris. 
T he callmg of [ach as are here ment by «Angels 1s lawfill and good. 
e Dioceſan Biſhops are ſuch as are here ment by «Angels. 


T berefore the calling of dz9ceſan Biſhops is lawfull and good. 
What difference in the propoſition, betwene tun&ion and cal- 
ling, Biſhops of the 7. Churches, and ſuch as are here ment by An- 


c, gels? Whar difference in the aſſumption, betwene the Biſhops of 
F the Church of England, and dioceſan Biſhops? Are they not in the 
f DAenſe, all one? if ſo; what difference 1n the concluſions? And 
y wherein then hath the Refuter offended; if his (yllogiſm be(for the 
4 ſenſe and meaningg of each parte, though the wordes and phra- 
h ſes doe alittle vary) one and the ſame with the firſt of the D. owne 
j kuming? Forſooth (the Do. will tell you) becauſe he Would ag inſt 
. P 3 ſenſe” 


4 


x16 b, 2. T he D. contraditteth bonſeip. 7; 
ſenſe makg the Reader beleeve,, that the propoſition of bis fyllogiſm is that lai 
aſſertion wich was prop-rnded pag . 2. concerning the qualicy of tbery funtts.. 
0 , Bur gocth not the DoGor rather againt all ſen{c ( yea againſt 
his owne-conſcience)in labouring to make the reader belceve, that 
the concluſion of the Refuters ſyllogiſine, is that aſſertion (or do. 
Arine as he calleth ir ) which pag. 2. ſheweth the quality of their 
funion? For,doth the Door ſpeak of the Biſhops of the Church 
of Eagland , and not rather of the Biſhops of the 7. Churches in 
Aſia, when he promaſeth out of the words of the text to ſhewe that 
the office and funRion of Biſhops there meant by angels,is in the 
{amerext, approved as lawfull ayd commended as excellent? And 
are the Biſhops there meant by angels , the Biſhops of the Church 
of England, and not the Biſhops of thole 7. Churches ? Bchold, 
bow a greedy defire to quarrell with his Refurer without cauſe, ca. 
ricth him at vnawares into theſe fowl taultes,ner onely of cotradi- 
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to colour 2 ing comon ſenſe, &his owne knowledge;bur alſo of piving the lie 
filihood, tothe holy ghoſt the author of the text. And all this is done to co- 
lour that fallkood , which before he had forged , {ciz. that his 2, 


| 
aſlertion propounded ( pag. 2.) was this , viz. the calling of Drece- 

fan Biſhops is | full and good. A falihood ſufficiently before diſcover. ,M . 

ed,and by himſclf/inconfiderately no doubr, yer) plainly acknow. | 

I:dged, when he faith of the concluſion of the firkt Syllogilme, (p, | 

58. )which is verbatim the ſame, that before he called his doEtrine; | 

that be d'd not expreſſe rt, being implyed in the colliGron of the dofirme our of | 

his1ext . $0 this one ſentence ( the calling of the dioceſan Biſhops is lax- 

full and goed.) is propounded as a dottrine colle&ed out of the text | 

(pag. 2.) and yet « not expreſſed, nexther it it the dottrine, but emplyed onte | 

The Dot, Iy inthe cMlefiion of the d1ttrine , How lippery 1s his memorie, that | 
in one pag Inleſſe then one page contradicteth himſelt ſo groſc ly? But pardo | 
grolily co. we him this ſlip; for it is his comon ( though a falſc)Tenenr, that 
traditeth the later of his two aſſertions (propounded pag. 2.of his ſerm0)is | 
himiclte, the doctrine which he colle&eth from the rext, the former ſerving 1 | 
to prove the later, which he ſaith(lib.4. pag. 2. ) doth much c0- 

mend the methode of his ſermon . But the reader by that fay- | 

ing may ſee; how ready he is( notwithſtanding his diſclayming | 

of it with indignation, lib. 1. cap. tr. ) to apprehend a ſlight oc- ; 


calian., to blaſc his owne commendations;ang how-necdful it E 
c 


jb, 2. The D, not The Ref. perverteth, Cap 3: 119 
he ſhould diſcarde that ſecond affcrtion', which was firſt layde 

downe, (ſertn. pag. 2-)and in ſtead thereof, render vs thar, which 

every where in his defence, he termeth his dodrine, For if his 

2, aſſertions ( taken in the very words which firſt expreſſed them) 

be ſo knit together , that the former (hall prove the later ; the En- 

themem which they will frame, is this and no other , 
T be Paſtors or 'Biſhops meart by the an el: ( e A poecal. 1, 20.) Were Þi- 

ſwps , for the ſubſtance of their calling , ſuch <4 the reverend fathers of our 


>< are; 


25, ov» I So 
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c T herefore the office and funttion of Biſhops , here meant by angels zs in thi 
d text, both approved as lawfull and comment as excellent. 
h Now to make good the confequence of this colle&io, this muſt 


be added for the propoſttion. The funttron of ſuch Brſlps,( for the ſub- 
b Rance of their calling ) as are the reverend fathers of our Chyvch, 1s 1n this 
text approved as lawtull and comended as excellent . Doth not this 


c kind of reaſoning ( think you) very highly commend the DoRors 
» methode, in diſpoſing his two affertions, to his beſt advantage ? 
p For however he begg the maine queſtion, in the propoſition, or Th,n. beg 


4 conſequence of his Enthimeme for graunted; -yet he may reli ſe- gerh che 
p »curely in this, that the concluſion of his argument will never be main que- 
" impugned.But if his Refuter had thus diſorderly turned the frame ion. 

of his ſermon yplide downe; or given the leaſt intimation, that he 

; indeavoured to prove a Dioceſan Biſhoprick ro be lawtulin the an- 

f gels of theſe 7. Churches; becauſe 1t is lawfull in the Lord Biſhops 

a of England; there had becne ſome cauſe for him ( whereas nowe 

c there 1s no colour of a cauſe ) to complaine as he doth ( pag. 56 

fo & 57 ) that by a forced Analyſis-( not anſwerable to his Ge- 

neſis ) the frame of his ſermon ( to let his racking and tain- 

tering ſpeeches alone ) is put quite out of frame. Wherefore 

ſince the Door chargeth his Refuter , with the favlr whereof TheD. is 
himſelf is guilty; it (hall be no great wrog done, to return him ſome = = 
other of his own words p.56. numa eſt nnferia, dolti efſe hominum ni- 0 b _— 
mir,benold ro how preat trouble,too much karraurg wil put a men, For ifhis heh þ1/ —_—_ . an 
had not bene extraordinary, (I ſay nor in analyſing his owne treatiſe* his retutce 
but) i» changing his wo freſtaſſerrions, and bringing in otltpewo with, 

- in their ſtead ,, all this ivr bad bin needleſſe. 

as But the ſtirre (or ſtrife) is vor yer at an end, the. Doors great. SeR. 3. ad 
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Lib. 2. The D: 5. points idle. ad x; 
eſt quarrel againſt his rcfuter is yet behinde, namely, the cenſure 
which he paſſeth upon thoſe 5. points which he proſecuted in the 
body of his ſermon, where he ſaith (anſw. pag: 9.) that the firſt & 
the laſt are to litle purpoſe, and that the othep three doe not dire- 
aly prove-the point in queſtion. I will not here trouble the reader 
with the Doors termes , whercin he ſheweth in what rage he was 
hereat ; let us rather examine how juſt or vnjuſt this the Refuters 
cenſure is;the which thatit may appeare, let it be remembred that 
the DoQor acknowledgeth(in the former ſetion pag. 54) that the 
firſt 4. points muſt be referred rothe proof of his firſt aſſertion;& 
the laſt of the tyve, tothe ſecond. Now this being (o , whoſoe. 
ver taketh his ſecond aſſertion , in the words wherein he delivered 
ie (ferm.pag. 2. ) ſhall caſily diſcerne, that it is labour beſtowed in 
vaine, to ſpend time in the proving of that, which is cleare enough 
of it ſelf . For whoever doubred, but thar the office and fun&ion 
of thoſe Biſhops , which are 1n his text meant by angels, is there 
approved as lawful and commended as excellent? Wherefore , if 
his 5. point, ſerve for none other vſe , then for the proofe of this 
aſſertion; the D. hath no cauſe to blame his Ret: for affirming he 
might well have ſpared that labour. But albeit he could not indure 


The D.xea- {© milde a reproote;his patiencemuſtnow be tryed with a ſharper, 
ſonerth ab- Be it therefore knowne to him, that he reaſoneth abſurdly , if he 


ſwdly, 


referr his 5. pointto the fortifying of his 2. aſſertion, (pag. 2.)for 
thus then his enthymeme ſtandeth. T he calling of Biſhops, ſuch as curi 
are, or at leaſt ſuch a4 the Biſhops of the auncient (hurches are affirmed to be 
(ſerm. pag. 7.)1s of apoſtolical and divine mititution . Ergo the funttion of 
Biſhops meant by angels. ( Apoc.1, 20.) is m the ſame text approved as !uw- 
ful and commended a4 excellmnt,. As tor that difference which is be- 
tweene the later terme or predicatum of the antecedent,and of the 
conſequent in this argument, I will take no exception againſt it; 
for though every apoſtolicall or divine inſtirution findeth not ap- 
probation in this text Apocal. 1. 20; yer the hotour of ſuch an \ 
inſtitution cannot be denicd vnto any tunRion, which in this text 
recciveth approbation. Wherefore, he ſhall with good leave (if he 
will ) exchange the later terme of his concluſion thus , Ergo the 
funttion of Biſhops meant by eAngels ( eApoc. 1. 20.) is of apeſtelicall and 
divine inſtuution . But how will the D. cover the ſhame, of his dil- 
orderly reaſoning ;,when in ſtead of juſtifying our B;ſhops , by the 
. calling 


The D. 5.'point idle, Cap.'3. 
ro be of divine inſtitution, becauſc our biſhops have deryved their 
fanion, from divine or apoſtolicall ordination? Is nor this to ſer 
the Carc before the Horſe, & to laye that for the foundation, which 
ſhould ſerve for the roofe or higheſt parte of his buylding? It will 
not ſerve his turne to tell us , that we miſtake his. 2. Aſſertion; 

. foritis already thewed, that himſelf putteth a changling in place 

thereof, when he delivereth vnder that name this conclutiong that 

the callinge of dzoceſan Biſhops ts lawfill and good. Notwithitanding fince 
he will needes have this, (which he failely calleth his 2. Aflertion) 
to be the doctrine which he tatended to prove (not onely by the 
explication of his text, comprized in his firſt afſertion, but alſo)by 
thar 5. point, wherein he bcttowed his greateſt labour : if he have 
ſutficiently fortified the former 4. pointes, which ſerve to vpholde 
that explication which conclud-th his docrinc, what offence was 
it tor his Refuter then , or now againe for his reader, to ſay, that 
his labour 1a the laſt point was needlefle, and might well have bin 
ſpared? May he not well think, that one argument ſoundly conclu- 


E dcd from the canonicall text, will more prevaile with the wiſe,then 
© I + many conjeRural reaſons, drawne tro mere humane teſtimonies? 
. But may a man prove his patience yet a lietle further, & that with 
A an harder ſentence. viz. That he contradi&eth himſelf, in uroing 
of that 5.point as a diſtin& proofe to conclude the dofrine? I ſpeak 
s herein nothing bur the truth, and thar I received from his owne 
- mouth . For this 5. point, to wit, that the funttion of Biſhops is of ep9-< 
f ſftrbcall ind dreane enftuturion , which he now ( pag 54. & 58.) maketh 
a a proofe of the doctrine ariſing out of the text , 15 expreſlely affir- 
i m:d ( ſrm.pag 93. )to be the doctrine it [cIf, which ariſcth out of 
the text, and by way of exp'ication of the text, 1s proved. And who 
$ ſo well obſerverh , whar lawfulnes and goodnes or excellencie, he 
of” aſcribeth,cyrher to the fun&ion of thoſe Bſhops, which are meant 
, by angels in his text (afſert. 2. pg. 2. or to the calling ot all other 
(t Bilhops anſerable to his deſcription; ( pag. 5r. with 54. & 54.) 
he may plainly perceive, that it 1s no other then ſuch as hath inſti- 
* tution from God,and approbation from the text it ſelf under the 
E names of /tarrs & angels; wheretore if he himſelf had beeneas care- 
- full ro obſerve the tranſitions, which he vſeth in hisfetniory at he 


- ready without cauſe, to blame his refarer for norbleFiing the; 
he 


Lib. 3. 
calling of thoſe Angels; he doth contrariwiſe, inferre their calling 


T7H 


TheD. lai- 
eth that 
tor the 
ground- 
{cIl, thac 
thould 
ferve for 
the ridges 
pole. 


The D.c6« 
tradicterh 
himliclt, 


Lib. 2, The D. contradifteth himſelf. Cop: 3. 
he might have diſcerned his doEtrine handled in his ſermon; to be 
the very laſte of his 5. pointes, and not (o diverſe from it, as now 

he would per{wade. 
As tor the firſt 4.pointes,how pertinent or impertinent they are 
= _ ſha]be beſt percerved if we examine, how he himſelf reduce ry. 
f ro his purpoſe. But let the.reader be firſt advertiſed of the'D. in. 
conſtancy in laying downe his owne projeR, whereat he aymed in 
in his ſermon. For 1, when he promiſerh (ſerm. page. 2.) inthe 
handling of che wordes of his text, to prove, both what manner of 
The D. is perſons are there ment by the Angih, & What : the qualaze of thery funtbron; 
very inco0- who can with reaſon judge otherwiſe, then that thele 2. ailertions 
ſtantin. thereſer downe toanſwere thoſe two queſtions, docapperteine to 
—_ of the explication of his rext? Yet now in his defenſe he every where 
his project, Teltreineth the explicarion of his text, vnto the former aſſertion, 
2. And havingfirit altered the later (as he doth the former allo as 
1s before (h2wed) he conſtantly commendeth it to us, as the doc- 
trine of his {crmon; whereas his owne wordes (pag.93 .of the ſcrm. 
it ſelf) doe. deliver his doGtine in termes ſo farr differing, that he 
now waketh his old doErine an argument to.confirme the newe , 
3+ Againe, though he will at no hand conſent to his Refuter plat. 
forme, caſting boch his aſſertions into one ſyllogt{me, as the pre. 
miſſes, from which the lawtfullnes of. the funRion, of our Engliſh 
prelates muſt be concluded: yet it appeareth(by his wordes pag. 2, 
& 93.compared)thatat firſt he intended both his aſſertions ſhould 
concurre to prove his doctring: for they-both ſerve to-the explica- 
tion of his gext, ( as 15 betore noted) and his doiine cannot 
poſſibly be concluded fromeither of them without the help of the 
other. Yea he himſclfe is inforced ( though he pretend the con- 
trary ) to vie them both tor the premiſles, which in his firſt ſyllo- 


TheD. gilme ( Defenc. pag. 58.) doe conclude his newedogrine. 
_— 4- Laſtly to theſe particulars, whercin his ſermon and the de- 


Conſe there fence thereof are at.variance ada that diſagreement which may 
ofare at bc ſcene (in theſe 2. pages 57. &58.) within leſſe then 20, lines 
variance. diſtance, For when he will have thoſe 2. diſtin partes (which he 
yea within (:,th were before propounded by him)ro be drawne, into two dil- 
—_ rina ſyllogiſms concluding the ſame queſtion: who would not cx- 
-_" him- P<&, that the concluſion of each ſyHogiſm, ſhould be a poirit d f- 
Lf. fcring from both his aſc rtions betore diftinguiſhed;and __ as the 

ormer 


Us, 2. The Refuters analyſis tuiftified, CAP 7s 
former aſſertion is the aſſumption of his firſt ſyllogiſm: ſo the later 
aſo ſhould be the aſſumption of the lecond? Bur it is farr other- 
wil; forthe later of his two diſtin& parres or aſſertions mentioned 
in lus defenſe, is the concluſion of both his ſyllogifmes; and the al- 
ſumprion of his ſecond (yllogiſm,is the laſt of his 5. pointes, which 
by his firſt and trueſt reckoninge,was the mainedoGtrine of his (er- 
mon; and therefore ought to have bin the finall concluſron, vnto 
* which the body'of his ſermon is to be reduced. Wherefore it is not 
two be doubred, but that (when the D. hath adviledly conſidered 
of theſe things) in his next defenſe he will be well content to give 
the later of hus two ſyllogilmesa faire bill of diſcharge, rather then 
to mainteine it any longer in that ſervice, wherevnto he hathrnow 
aſligned ir. 

As for his former ſyllogiſm, though I altogither miſlike it nor, 
if the aſſumption and concluſion be vnderſtood of all kinde of di- 
oceſan Buhops; (for elſc,though it conteineth the greater parte of 
his crmon, yet doth it not-ſ@ much as:conclude the queſtion, be- 
cauſe the calling of ſome kinde of dioceſan Buhops maiec be lawtull 
and good,though not the calling of ſuch a kinde as ours are whoſe 
. def. nie the D. intendeth) and if theſe wordes [wfull and good be fo 
taken as he vnderſtandeth them (ſerm. pag. 2.54. 55.) viz. for thee 
Which bath snſtztutzon and approbation from God,or is 3n bus word approved as 
dayſull and good: yer to avoid further quarrels about words, I with 
tha: his concluſion carry the very wordes of his doctrine, or ſuch 
as are apparantly equivalent vato the. In which reſpeRt,(if I might 
be ſo bolde as to lende the D. adviſc in this matter) 1 ſuppoſe his 
ſyllogiſm might very well ſtand in this forme. 

Thefun&ion of Biſhops ment by Angels Apcc. rt. 20. is of 2- 
poſtolicall,or of divine inſticution,or is approved inthe holy Scrip- 
tureas lawfull and good, 

But the fun&tion of Biſhops ( ſuch as ours are for the fubſtance of 
their caltinge) isthe veric funRion of thoſe Biſhops which are ment 
by Angels, Apoc. 1.20, Therefore the fun&ion of Biſhops (ſuch 
a5 Oursare for the ſubſtance of their callinge, )is of apoſtolicall or 
divine inſtitution: or is approved inthe holy Scriptures as lawful] 
22d good. 
- Ofthis ſyllogiſm, as the concluſion ſuteth well with the laſt of 
bis 5. pointes, which he calleth (ſerm-pag.7. 5 5.93.) his doGrine: 
Q, ſothe 


go 


TheD, tel- 
Ieth 3. va- 
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7:2. els 0 aioceſan Biſhop. Eap.z. 
ſo the premifſes doe agree with thoſe two afſertions, which conteine 
the explication of his text (pag. 2.) to wit, the propokition with 
the ſecond, and the aſlumprtion with the firlt, 
But let us now cxamine his frit ſyllogiſan, which he here deli. 
yereth thus. 
T be c. l'i-g of ſuch as are ment by Argels us lwfſull ard goed, 
Dioceſan *Bijhops are ſuch as are here ment by A gels. 
T herefere the call g of du:ceſan Þ ſhops ts Lwfull ar d gocd. 
Concerning this ſyllogilme, heare we what he taith, The propeſe. 
tion ( [ar b he)? took for graunted , «nd therefore d1d not exprefſett; The«ſ. 
frump' 1m ts the ſame wth the Frmey «fſertton.., and w proved ty tle 4. fyſt 
pin-res. T be concluſion f expreſſed not betrg tmplyed 1 the cellettion if the 
dot me out of we text. What (hall I ſay vnto him ? Loathl am, and 
yet I mult lay, behold here as many vatruths, as there are parts of 
the ſyllogiſme. 1. The propoſition (which he faith he did not ex. 
preſſe) 1s in effec all one with the later of his 2. aſſertions (ſerm , 
pag. 2.) for there is no other diftcrence betwixt them, then this, 
that here their callinge is more at large atftirmed ro be Lawfull & pocd; 
whereas there, he (peaketh within a narrower compaſle, that their 
fun&ion is in this text (then handlcd )-pproved as Lawfinlland commen- 
d:d as excellent,. Which difference with him, 1s none at all, & there- 
fore (though now he hath forgotten it) he acknowledgeth (in this 
chap. ({&. 5. pag. 35.) his ſecond zflertion to be this, viz. that the 
callt.g of 'B s/hops, Who are bere ment by Argels, 1s lawfell and pood. 2. Ay 
for his aſſumprtion(which he ſaith is the ſane with the tirlt aſſertio) 
it herein differreth from it; that it ſetteth ds ce/an Biſhops in ltcde of 
theſe wordes, [auch Brſhops as ours are for the ſubſtance of their callinge , 
Ard wholo obſcryeth that for the deciding of his firſt queſhon 
(which affirmeth the Angels of the 7. churches to be ſuch Biſhcps 
2$ ours are) he vndertakcth to tric (pag. 3.) whethcr thoſe Angels 
were pariſh:onal or dioceſan Biſhops; he ſhall finde that his firſt af. 
ſcrtion,doth crave the help of his aſſumprion, to ſtand in the place 4 
of one of the pillers that muſt ſupport ir. 

And touching his concluſion, ſince he tolde ns,(even in the for- 
mer page) that it 15 the yery concluſion which he propoſed to be 
proved, ({crm. pag. 55.) why faith he nowe, he did not expreſſe it? 
And if it be the main doctrin of his ſerm6(as cyery where through. 
gut his de tenſe he atjirmeth)why (ith he it is onely implied in the 

collection 
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ib. 2. e Anoeels u0t Dioceſan B: Cap. 3. 
colle tion of his dodrine our of the text? But no more of theſe 
whes, let us come to the maine queſtion, (from which the reader 
hath bin held too longe) I meanc the triall of the truth of the a(- 
ſumprion, and how true it is, that 44 #6 (45 he ſau) proved by the 4. firſt 
pogntes of bs five. 

Well were it with the D.and the cauſe he pleadeth for,ifhe could Set. 5. 
a5 caſely prove his aſſumption, as he can ſaie, it i proved. But,as in 
truth he hath no ground fro his text, choſen of purpoſe to raiſe it 
ypon : (o he goeth nor about the proof of it, by any word or cir- 
cumſtance therein, For every man certcinly feeth that it is every The D. 
waic as doubrfull(tor ought appeareth to the contrary by his text) doth yo 
whether the Angels therein {poken ot, were dioceſan Biſhops; as ———_ 
whether the calling of dioceſan Biſhops be lawtull and good. And the poine 
it ſemeth that himlelt diſcerned ſome detect in his proote; ſeing he in queition 
forbearech to deliver it in ſyllogiſticall torme of reaſoninge, (wher- by 2ny 
in otherwiſe he is not ſparinge)tor he hath no other {y1!ogiſm thar W974 of 
b:ndeth this waie, then ſuch as ariſe from cach of his 4. pointes ** ****+ 
conſidered (everally and a parte; and yet not any one of them, (nor Nether 
all of them, in one togither) directly concludeth that aflertion , one alone 


—_ 


- which he ſaith is proved by them : w#x. that dioceſan Biſhops are here 297 all the 


ment by Angels . They all faile another way, & trade for the bring- - . + eo; 
githc 


inge in, of another commodity or conclulion viz.T hat the premiieve 42 4a. 
(rrch Was governed by duceſan Biſhops. and that the Angels or paſtors or ly coclude 
governors of the prinsit ce Church were dioceſan Buſhops, and ſuch for the ſab- his ailerti- 
ſtance of ther funttion, as ours are. Which point how well he hath pro- 93. | 
ved, we (hall ſee hereafter, here, for the preſent, (till he ſhew us how Y<® *9* D, 
he can dire&ly and ſoundly conclude the former from thelater) I, 
ſtill muſt and will affirme, that the aſſumption ot his firit (yllogiſn ,,,.1.. 
remainerh as yer, vnproved, ſpecially fince he himſelf reterreth his quetlion, 
4. pointes (which are all his proof of it) to another queſtion. For 
the firſt aſſertion (propounded ſerm.pag. 2.) with which he accor- 
deth his aſſumprion, dererminerh no other queſtion then chis,viz. 
Who and what manner of perſons are ment by the Churches? Bur the afler- 
tion which his 4, pointes doe conclude, is (as his owne wordes 
teach in the next chapter pag. 60.) the an{were of another queſto, 
to witt, Wheeher the premitsve ( aurche were governed by ſuch di:ceſan Bi- 
ſhops as 01375 are,or by ſuch preſbyteries as We ſpeaks of? This later is a quel- 
tion d: fas, examininge what forme of goverment way ——_ 

Q 2 
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of the ancient Churches; the former is de genvino ſcripture lenſy) 
Thonoh Fouching the true ſcnſc of the text he handleth. Wheretore thoy 

the 4. ic ſhould be granted, that ke hath ſufficiently confirmed the later 
pointes yet it followeth not that the former is directly proved, or neceſla. 
ug tal. 2 rily concluded . For he1s not ignorant, that one of his reverend 
Do: -m Fathersf(to whoſc judgment in the interpretation of a text, he ow. 
proofle(ſe Ch more reverence, then himſelf can challenge from his Refuter 
We. how baſlely ſocver heeſteeme of him) doth behould every parte of 
' Biſhop the outward funGtio of D:Biſbops fully deſcribed in AR. 20.28, as 
Bartow 1, The preheminent ſuperiority above other Miniſters in the word 
_ RX Epiſcopos, 2. Both their Cathedrall ſcat or poſitive refidencie in one 
Coe Citic,andaregencie ſetled in their perſons during lite; in the word 
vpon As. Poſer. And their dioceſan juriſdiction,in the wordes, mn quo viniver. 
:»,28,fol. {0. And if the D. make any queftion of any one of theſe pointes, he 
3.) may finde the firſt much more ſufficiently confirmed, the is hisin- 
terpretation of the word eAngels in his text;tor beſides the procfes 
produced({in the ſermon ir (clf) to ſhewe that the Biſhops of the pri. 
mitive Church were ſctin a preeminent fuperiority above other 
Miniſters; he backeth his vnderſtandinge of the word Eprſcopos with 


24 


ſome colour of rea(6 fro other Scripture,that as there are ſcopountes | 


Seers Phil. 3. 17. (which expreſleth the durie of each paſtor over 
his flock ), fo there are 1.Per. 5 . 2. epyſcopountes ( quali hos ep: togrs ſer» 
pountas) ſuch as muſt viſir&over look, both the flack & the Seer;: web 
laſt place of Peter, the D. himſcif vnderſtandeth of Biſhops (lib.z, 
pag. 43.),wheras to prove that dioceſan Byſhops,are meant by Angels 
he alledgeth no (ſhewe of any authority divine or humane,that may 
nn the name to be given vnto Biſhops, to expreſle their pre- 
eminence aboye other miniſters. And as for the relt of the prero- 
gatives of Biſhops, which Biſhop Barlow did bur point art, & not 
proſecute; who ſeeth not how calſy a gnatter it is to juſtify them by 
2 like conſequence of reaſoninge to that which the D, uſcrh? For if 
we muſt belceve that a dioceſan extent of juriſdiGion & a prehmi- | 
nent ſuperiority both in degree of miniſtery and power of ordey- 
ninge &c. is implied in thisritle the eAvgels of the (huche; becauſe 
the Biſhops of the primitive Churches:did governe whole dioceſes 
and had therein ſuch ſuperiority above alt other Miniſters : why 
ſhould not the D. alſo belecve, that a dioceſan juriſdition and Ca- 
thedrall (cate, togither with a poſitive refidencie m one Citie,ands 
ſotled regencie during lfz,iz rightly gathered from theſe wordes, 
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i, 2. T . 0ps AC 20. 28; Cap, 7, 
quo 975 vers poſuit;(eing he knowerh that the Biſhops of the primi- 
tive Churches, had every of them, the like juriſdi&ion, ſcate, reſi- 
dencie, and regencie peculiar to their funRions? Notwithſtanding 
the D. will at no hand conſent that the preſ byrers,(of whom Paul 
ſpeaketh Ates 20, 28.) ſhould be dioceſan Biſhops, ſuch as ours 
arg; for he taketh them tor inferiour Miniſters, ſuch as he will have 
to be called Preifs,- Now it he reply that the Churches practiſe 


' inſucceding ages, allowinge vnto Biſhops thoſe priviledges before 


mencioned, helpeth nothing to prove, that thoſe wordes of the 
text, doe conveye the ſame partes or notes of epiſcopall prehemi- 
pence, vnto the Presbyters or Biſhops there ſpoken of; why may 
not the Refuter return him the fame anfiere, viz. That all his 

roofes produced to confirme his opinion touching the dioceſan 
juriſdiction and preheminent ſuperiority of the Biſhops, which go- 
verned the ancient Churches, doe neyther directly nor neceſſarily 
conclude that ſuch diocefan Biſhops, are to be vnderſtood by the 
Angels of the Churches Apoc.r, zo*For is not the holy Scripture 
futficient to interpret it ſelte? Or are the rules which divincs doe 
generally imbrace for the interpretation of any text, as by waying 


_ all circumft3nces of the text it ſelf; & comparinge other Scriptures 


with it, where the like wordes or phraſcs are uſed; are theſe rules I 
ſay roo weake or too ſhort, romake good that large and powerfull 
preheminence; which he aſfigneth to theſe Angels? It ſo; may we 
not juſtly ſuſpeRe his explicarion to be forced and vnfitting? If 0. 
therwiſe; why doth he nor indeayour to ſhewe, that his conſtrugis 
of the rext he handleth, is confonant to the circumſtances, and to 
other ſcriptures? There be many words inthe ſcripture, which may 
be drawne (as the Canon-lawe ſayth diſt.37.relatum) ro-thatſenſe 
which every one for the nonce, will frame to himſelf. But it ſhould 
not be ſo: for we muſt not from withoutthem, ſeek a forcigne and 
ltrange ſenſe; that ſo we may as we can,confirme it, with the autho- 


rity of the text; bur the meaning of thetruth muſt be received, fr6 


the ſcriptures themſelves. It was the fauirof'the Manichees(asAu- 
guſtine noteth againſt Fanſtus a Manichre(Tom.6.1ib.z2.cap.19) 
that every ones minde was his authour, what to a!lovy or diſſalovv 
in every text: & (o he vvas not for his faith ſubje to the feriprure; 
but made theſcript: ſubje& ro himſelf; &that vv h2 held, did not 
therfore pleaſe him, becauſe he foundir vvritte in ſo lrigh authority 
buttkectore he thought it yyrints, becauſe it pleaſed han, Bur the 
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reader ( ſaith *Hillary de Trinit:lib, 1. )is he who rather —_— 
the vndcrſtanding of things, trom the things themſelves; then frg 
himſclf impofing it upon themz who taketh the expoſition from 
thence,rather then bringerth it thither; and inforceth not upon the 
words that ſenſe , which before his reading he preſuraed. Which 
courſe, if the D. had obſerved , he would never have given us this 
expoſition of his text, that the angels of the ( bhurches there mentioned wers 
Dwceſan Biſhops , ſuch as ours are : Or it he had ; he would have indeg. 
yourcd to jultify it, from the text it ſelf and ſome other ſcriptures 
compared; and not have boaſted (ſo confidently as he doth ) that 
the explication of his text , is ſufficiently proved; becauſc he hath 
ſhewed (undeniably as he ſuppoſeth ) the like Dioceſan juriſdi&ij. 
on and ſupcriority to have bene, in the Biſhops of the primitive 
Churches, that lived in the ſucceeding ages. 

Burt that we may yet ſee how impertinent and ſuperfluous , not 
onely the firſt and laſt of his 5. points; but the firſt and laſt of his 
4. (brought tor proof of his aſlumption ) are ; it ſhall not be amiſy 
to take a generall viewe of rhem togither; before we come to han. 
dle them 1n particuler, even for this purpoſe, to ſee their imperti- 
nencie and thus they lic, : 


7f there were no other preſbyrers in the (hurch , but eMmiſters, 2 ff tle J 


Churches whereof the Biſhops were called eAngels , were Droceſes properly 
&+ not pariſhes. 3. 7f the Angels or Biſhops then Were net pariſhyenall but Di 
oceſan Biſhops 4. And f the 'Erſhops then, Were ſuper 101 to other Mmiiter: ws 
degree Cc. T hen Duceſan Biſhops are ſuch as are bere mean by angels, 

But all theſe 4. puintes m the Antecedent are true. Ergo the conſequent # 
true alſo . 

Firſt , I pray the DoRor to tell vs , whether the firſt and laſt of 
theſe 4. pointes doe adde any force or weight at all to the conſe- 
quent ;for if there were in the primitive Church no Presbyrers but 
Miniſters; and the Biſhops then were {uperiour ro other Miniſters 


in degrec; yet will it never a whit the more thence followe, that4 


theſe angels were Dioceſan Biſhops; might they not be pariſh Bps, 
onely, and have other Miniſters or Presbyters under them, intcri- 
our in degree unto them, which might make a Presbyterie in aPa- 
riſh? Doe they which make the Paſtour a degree above the Doctor, 
thereby make the Paſtour a Dioceſan Biſhop? Secondly, as tor the 


thurd point is it not a conſequent of the ſecond? Poth nor the. 


hialclf 


{ 
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himſelt confeſle it? (pag. 3.0f his {crm...) might it not therefore well 
have bi ſpared? Thirdly, it the fecod or third of his foure be gran- 
ted him, foth not the granc thereof, putt the fourth out of queſti- mt 
on? It appearcth theretore that the Retuter may {till atfirme, and , a 
that with advantage,thac the firit and laſt of the D. five pointes are pours are 
ſp:rflaous, and idley produced, ule, and 
But which is more, ſcing (as hath bin ſhewed) all the foure doe the firit 4, 
/ conclude another queition, and not that aflumprtion of his owne conclude 
loziſm, which he ſaith is proved by them; doth he nor offer his M00hE ” 
Refucer the greater wronge,in charging him ſo oft as he doth, Wwh _— —_ 
«freed analyſis, yea and that dzvi/-d - g. miſt the hight of his conſcience, to they con- 
the partes of tots ſermon ont of the frame? Forastor the reaſons which clude, two 

ke urgeth to juſtify his accuſation, they are too light and vaine to 9f them ar 
prevayle with any ltayed minde, 1. He af keth the Refurer bow he I 
vuld per ſwade himſelf, that his analyſis was anſwerable to bis geneſis, when & a—_ 
be [awe 100 partes of the 5. could not be broug it to bis frme,c+ the other three, 

wt [arable to it» 2. he (aith, th. his owe diſt rabution of bis ſermon, and 

the tranſitions which be uſerh dve whol'y dif gree with bis analyſis 3 . he ad- 

deth, that the analyſis bere propounded by tnmſ«lf, and bis defenſe of the ſeve- . 

yall pirtes,ave manifeſt prove, that neyther the firſt was mpertment., noy the 

bſt ſuperflous, nor the other 3. concludmg beſides the purpoſe. To begin 

vith the laſt firſt, I Caic thar it is already thewed, how his owne ana- 

lyſis here propounded, doth in many pointcs diſagree from the 

proje& of his ſermon; in as much as, he hath changed, borh the 

aſſertions, which he firit ſer downe 10 be proved , and the doctrine 

which he laboured co confirme, whence it tulloweth alſo, that his 

f cond Syllogiſine ( framed to ſhewe that his 5. point was not ſu- 

perfluous) is it {-If ſuperfluous and idle, In like mariner hath bene 

manifeſted, and that from his owne words, that his 4. points doe 

conclude another queſtion, and not that aſſertion , which he ſaith 

is proved by them, and that whatſoever they conclude, two of 

them at lealt, might have bene ſpared; ſo that his laſt roo which I The DeQ, 
frſt anſwere, is but an heap of untruthes compiled to colour his 2<2peth 
flaunder. And the untruth cf his ſecond, is no leſſe evident; for as *? 2ruth 


the diſtribution of his ſermon, & the tranſitions vſcd therein, doe otras wb 
wholly diſſagree, from his whole analyſts here propounded; (as is 0; 
before obſerved) ſe they doe juſtify his refurcr againſt himſc)f,nor 
oncly in the premiſles of his firſt ſyllogiſme ;, (which agree with his 
[wo 
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two aſſertions, (ſerm. pag 9.) bur allo inſecluding the firſt = 


laſt of his 5. pointes, tro all intereſt in the proving of the aſſump. 
tion of his firlt ſyllogilme. For as the Returer rightly oblerved(an. 
(wer. pag. 8.) Coe the Þ. owne wordes(ſerm- pag.-61.) that the 
proofe of his ficlt aſſertion, is.tobe ſearched for, not in the laſt of 
the five, but in the 4.former: ſo it 1s plaine by the rranſitions, which 
he uſerh (ſerm. pag. 17. 22. 52.) thatthe dire&proote of the like 
fun&ion vato our Biſhops,cithcr in thoſe Angels or any other An. 
gels or paſtors of the primitive Churches, -bangeth vpon the three 
middle points, and not vpen the firkt, which-concerneth oncly the 
perſons of whome the ancient presbyterics conſiſted. And though 
now he make a faire ſhewe, of reducing the firlt of his 5. points, 
to prove his ficſt aſlertion anatkeveſticos, by diſproving the presby. 
teries which we deſire; yeteven this very deteſe he maketh for hum- 
ſelf,clearcly juſtifieth his Refuter that fayd, he could not {ce how it 
did direGtly prove that aſſertion the proofe whereof he learched af- 
ter. For if in his firſt point, concerninge lay-Eiders, he indeayou- 
reth (as himſelf acknowledgeti (both in the 54. pag. of this and 
61. pag. of the next chapter) firlt and principally to diſprove the 
presbyterian.diſcipline, that ſo(by.conſequence), the diſproot there , 
of might'be a proofe for our Bithops : with what face, can he af- 
firme, thar this firſt point, is a dire prof ot the aſſumprion of his 
firſt ſyllogiſme, which ſaith, that dioceſan Biſhops were in his text 
meant by Angels? 3. Wherefore, for an an{were ro his queſtion, 
(which he tendered for his firſt rezfon) it may ſaffice ro d« mande 
the like of him, that is, how he could perſwade hruſclte, that his 
ſu here delivered, was anſwerable ro the geneſis or firſt come 
poſition of his ſermorz when he (awe (or at leattwiſe mought have 
ſcene) that 4. parts of his five, doe not conclude his firſt aflertion, 
and that the fifr could not be brought to his frame, withour 4 
change of the dorine firſt propounded in his ſexmon? But (it ſee- 
meth) the D. is ſo well conceited of his owne Geneſis,tharhe is per-4 
ſwaded, that if his Refuter could have diſcerned ir, he would hare 
acknowledged every pointe to be very pertinent and dizeR, & the 
whole ſo-perfe&,that nothing is ſuperfluous or wanringe. A ſtrige 
fancy,when his owne Analyſis,maketh one of his foure-pintes, to 
be a ſuperfluaus excreſeens, and more then needes; which before (c- 
med to be of neceſſary yſc. For, inreducinge his 4- pointes ro this 
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neels or Paſtors «f the primitive Clirche — dt. 
eeſan Biſbops, his third point, which himſelf (as we have keard) ma- 
keth bur a conſequer of the ſecod,can yeeld him no better argumr, 
then this: T hoſe ancient Paſtors or Brſbops Were Droceſan Þ ſhips T bere« 
fre, they Were Nioceſan Biſhops. Wherefore when he hath adviſedly, 

(+pon his ſecond thoughts ) compared his owne Analyſis with his 4, 1 
Geneſis , I nothing doubt , but (winke he never ſo hard ) hewill £1, Makes 
* fre, though I feare , he wilbe loath to confcle: that it is his owne a forced 

kf,that deſerverh, much more then his Refuter 1o'beare this im- aua!y fis a- 

putation , of a forced avalyſis , deviſed againſt the light of his owne con ſci- gum CON- 

once, CTICNCE, 

Notwithſtanding, I deny not, but that his 5. points are all 5,4 ,, 

of them ſome way pertinent to the purpoſe , though none of 

them dire&ly conclude his firſt afſertion, which he ſaith is pro 

xed by 4. of them , For his owne words doe ſhewe,, that when he 

firſt fer downe thoſe five points ,.( in the proote whereot the body 

of his {crmon ſtandeth) he minded norſo much the explication of 

his rexr, as the confutation of the Elder and later ſort of diſcipli- 

narians (38 he catleth them) whoſe odious opinions, he had inter- 

laced (fcrm. pag. 6. &. 45.) inthe propoſing of thoſe queſtions, 

which ſerved to cleare his firlt aſſertion, 7 will prove ( ſouth be prg. 6.) 

i. Ag 4nſt both ſortes, that there Were no [uyy-gouerntg Elders m tle proms- 

te Chy-ch. 2. And then more particularly ag aſt the former that un thefirff 

200. ewes, the viſible (hurches Were droceſess fc. 3. And cor ſe quently that 

the Ar gels of the (hurches were not p wiſhonall,but dioceſan Biſheps. 4. And 

as inſt the Luter, T bat the Biſhops bemg advanced to an big! erdegree of Mite 

Mterze, Were ſer above other preſbyters, wet onely ”m preoriy of order, but alſ 

k major y of rule. To the ſame purpoſe, he ſpeaketh herein his de- 

tence (pag. 54.) aftirming as bc fore, that be indexvoureth the proefe of 

the/ pointes ag «ſt the new und [er diſe plmarions. And though he pre. 

tende to drawe a'l theſe particulars io one concluſion, which he 

Aaith, is che expl catim rf bus text: yer this appez eh ro bea mcere —_— 

pretence voide of truth; ſcing the explication of his text, herh (not Arn 
,lnthis conclufion here ſer downe, (cz. that the Angb or Paſtors rf eryth and 

tht primtive Church Were dirceſin Beſhops &c. but) in this afl.rtion ſhaketh 
propounded (ſerm. pag. 2.) {cz. that by the Angels mercioned in bes hands with 
tex We are 19 vnderſtand ſuch Beſhyps, for the ſabſtauce if their call» ge, as N1ST-xt, 

eur reverend Fathers are 1's apparant theretore, rhat in the hand- 

Ung of theſe 4. pointes, he ſhaketh hands «ith his text,and laycth 

| R by. 
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by, both it, and the explication thereof: and (as if he were 
not in the pulpit to explicare a text of ſcripture, but in the ſchogleg 
ro diſpute, or rather declaime pro forma) he wholly mindeth the 
juſtifying of our hierarchy; and the contuting of their opinions, 
which favour the presbyterie. Neither can any man otherwiſe judg, 
that obſcrveth his wordes before {ct downe , and compareth £OPi- 
ther, both his three firſt pointes with thoſe. 3. opinions which he 
raxeth pag.4. and the fourth, with that which he reprehendeth pa. 
6. In which reſpe& alſo, it ſhalbe no great error to thinke, that 
his 5-pointis,(in his principall intendment)rather oppoſed againſt 
their opinion , which ho!de that epilcopall ſuperiority : which 
he pleadeth,to be vnlawfall, and (as he ſayth pag.5.)Antichriſtian; 
then propoſed for the proof of his 2. aſſertion, as he now preten. 
deth pag. 54. & 58. Add herevnto his owne wordes in the next 
chaptcr, (pag. 60. & $1.) where he attirmeth, the queſtion diſcuſ- 
ſed 1n his ſcrm6, to be two fold. The 1, De fatto Whether the primiinve 
churches vere governed by D:Biſh»ps,as they ſay,or by preſbyrerres of ſuch 
Elders as we ſpeake of. The ſecond, de ture , whether the (hurch may 
lawfilly be governed by Biſhops as they hold; or muſt be governed by Preſ. 
byertes, as we affirme. The firlt queſtion, he ſaith is handled in the ,. 
former part of his ſermon; to which he reduceth his 4. firlt points, 
And the (:cond in the later, which 1s the laſt of his five, And thus 
in decd, I graunt , that every of his 5. points may be pertinent to 
his purpoſe : yer {till I aftirme;rhart if they be referred to the proof 
of his two aſſertions , which he ought by his promiſe ( ſerm. pag, 
2. ) to prove; the firſt and laſt might well have bene ſpared; and 
the other three (not to repeat againe, how one of them at the leaſt, 
is necdleſlc ) doe neyther dire&ly , nor neccſlarily conclude that 
firſt aſſertion , which he ſaith is proved by them. Wherctore , had 
he meant to frame his analyſis , ro ſuch a diſtriburion,as beſt agre- 
eth with his Gencſ1s; we ſhould never have heard: from him, (that 
which ſo often he repeatcth in this defence, to wit) that his five4 
points enumcrated pag. 6.7. are the direR prootes of his 2. aſlr- 
tions, propoſed pag. 2: he would rather have divided thart part 
of his preface , which himſelte ({c&. 1. of this chapter ) calleth the 
propoſition, into theſe wo members. 1. a propoſition of certcine 
queſtions to be debated for the explication of his text, ( pag. 2.3. 
& 5.) whuch he promiſcth to cleare, but doth not , 2, a digreſli- 
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.0n from his text, wherein he propoſch, 1. the opinions cf the drſ- 
ciplinarians, whom he intendeth to confute (pag. 4. 5.6.) and 2, 
thoſe 5. pointes which he oppoſeth to their opinions ( pag. 6. & 
7.) and pomiſerh in his ſermon to prove againit them . This had 
bene both true & plaine dealing, but he was not willing,the world 
fhould ſee , that his text aftoardeth him (4 litle help as it doth, to 


conclude the doGrine, which he pretendeth to ariic t10 the cxpli- 


'.cxion thereof . And therefore, how oft fo cyer his rcfuter calleth 


yon him to make good his promiſe, by proving, that we are by 
the angels in his rexc, to vnderitand ſuch B.thops tor the ſubitance 
of their calling, as ours are : yer by no meanes will he once heare 
on that fide , and be recalled to this queſtion but ſhifteth ir off by 
this calumniation, thac his Refuter by a forced analyſis(tor I lt palic 
his od10u$ termes) Withdraw: th him from th p w1crp «l queſtron Where 
fore to cur off all ſuch quarrels,and to danime vp tome other lurk- 
ing holes, whercinto he fiyeth, as occaſion lerveth; before we pro- 
czed ro the examinartio of any of the large diſcourſes, made by him, 
in defece of his 5. concluſions: It ſhalbe good to take a better view 
of the ſtate ot the queſtion debated in his {.rmon; that the reader 
may throughly ſee what it is both that che Refuter denierhz & the 
DoRor is to prove, firſt by the explication uf his text ; and aftet 
that by ſuch arguments as he raketh molt pregnant for his pur- 


poſe. 


Chap: 4. Concerning the tate of the queſtion, handiea 
by the Dottor in his third chapt. ſeft. r. which is 
altozither chaunged by him, 


The queſtion diſcuſſed in the ſermon , (as the DoGtortelleth us 5... ad 
Cap. 3. {-&. 1. pag. 60. )1s twofold, The fiirſt de fatt» Whether the Cap.1.1c& 
primitive Churches were governed by Dviceſan Biſhops, as we [.y, ( ſaith he) 1. pag. 60+ 
or by the Preſbyteries of ſuch elders as they ifeakg of . The lecond de aure, 61 
Whether the (hurch my lawfully be gov. rned by Di-c:ſan Bps, as We bol l,or 
wuſt needes be grverned by their preſbyteries as they affirme? T be firſt ts han= 
dd in the former p we of the ſermon ; (to which he reterreth che fir {t 4. 
pointes) the ſecond n th: luer , whereto the 5. or lait appert. yncth, 
Herethe reader muſt remember (as is alrea1y obſcrved in thefor- 
er chap.) that the principall queſtion in phe entrance of hiz4er- 
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man, pag. 2. propounded to be diſcuſkcd 18 wholly overpaſſea,thg 
queſtion I mcanc, de vero + genums texts ſenſu , whether by the arg l 
there mentioned We are to vnderſtand ſuch Biſhops for the ſubitance of t tip 
E-lling , 44ers are. And (olct vs fee how well he hath reduccy the 
whole controverſic ( histext (cr aide ) ro the le two queltwns, be. 
cauſc he dealcth againſt rwo forts of Diſciplinarians, who as he 
pretcndeth diflcr greatly in their opinions the one from the other, 
His firit queſtion he thus explaineth. Wo: ther the prom:itzve (bunches 
Were governed by Dinccſan Biſhops , ſuch ( for the ſubsance of therr cally ) 
ar ours art; or by ſuch Prefbyteries as they [t nd ter, viz.. exther pariſhicn.Qh, 
conſut my of the Pariſh-Bijhop , and a comp ni: of lay or outly governing tl. 
ders : or Preſbyters in cities, conſiſt g of the Preſident, and other Priſb)ters, 
Whereef ſame are Mmuiſters, but the greater ſowne, laye-or onely governong el. 
ders, Thequeition being thus layd dowane, becaulc the expolitis 
ſtandeth generally betwene Presbyters and Dioceſan Biſhops; a 
man would think that all which ſtand for the one,do generally and 
alike rejr& the other. Whereas notwithſtanding, the D. & other 
of his minde,doe acknowledge that presbyrerics had place and uſe 
in the goverment of the ancient Churches: and he would perſyade 
his readers, that the more learned fort of diſciplinarians doe ac- 
knowledge the primi:ive Biſhops to be dioceſan. But it the oppo- 
ficion be (not ſimply betwene presbyrteries and Biſhops, but) one- 
ly betwcne ſuch and ſuch; yet a man would judge that both ſides 
hold, both dioceſan Biſhops, and presbyteries, though they dila- 
gree in the nature of their funions; whereas it1s apparant, that 
he aftirmeth, .dioccſan Biſhops to be ablolutely dilclain.ed of the 
later ſort of presbyterians. 

Agayne, 1n the difference which he putteth berwene the c!der & 
the yonger ſort of Diſciplinarians;who would not conceite that the 
elder ſort, deny vnto country pariſhes aſwel any governing Elders, 
as a pariſh Biſhop;& kave no entire presbyterics bur inCitics onely: 
Wheras it 1s wel} knowne, that all their presbyreries are nct limi- 
ted to Cities, & that Elders are allowed to country-pariſhes, even 
by them that contrive, the Churc hes of City & Country imto one 
Elderſhipp; yet ſo as the Elders in the Country have nor ful power 
of juriſd: tion, Moreover, in the 2. queſtion as he hath propoſed 
jt, who would not thinke, both that all which plead for presbyte- 
rics (whether ſcrerall in eycry pariſhe, or one in diycric) doe ys 
tne 
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the goverment which they imbrace,to be a like neceffary; and char 

ſuch as ſtand with the D, tor dioceſan Bithops, doe with one con- 

ſeat, (trive onely for the lawtullnes of their places, and no for the 

geceſliry or perperutty of cheir functions? Yet he indeavoureth to 

perſwade his reader (lib. 4. pag. 16t. ) that the reteynivng of dio- 

ceſa'» Biſhops ((uch as he (tandeth tor) is no: condemned, by any 

moderate or judicious divine, but onrely by the late Presbyterians; 

whereas it is z00evident,(for his deniall roevince the corrary )that 

many at this day, doe ltand torth eagerly tor the neccilitte & per- 

pecuitic of the epiſcopal tunction now 1n queſtion. Vnto theſe er- 

ronious conceits, there had bene no dore opened, had the Door 

bene plcaſcd to have framed his queſtions, in ſuch termes as moſt 

fitly anſwere, eyther to the firſt projeR of his ſermon , or to the 2, 

aſl-rtions betore delivered in his Detence. Agreable to his f:rft 

proje&, are thele queſtions. 1. Touching the explication of his 

text, mh: ther the Ziſbops meant there by angels , were ſuch Exſhops for the 

ſubſtance of their 6alling 4s ours «re? 2. and touching the doGtine ray- 

{:d our ot his text, whether the calling of ſuch Biſhops as ours are,be of ds- 

vme inſtitution. If he had rather ſtick cloſe to the words of hits two 

Queſtions before menttwned , the firlt De fatto is whether the angels 

&c.&the {ec0d, De we, whether the cal'img 4.25 we heardeven now, 
Wherefore the reader may (ee, that as betore he changed his al. SeR.:, 

ſertions; ſo now he changeth his queltios; neyther is it hard to dif- 

cerne,what might move him therevnto. For in the firſt, his owne 

words diſcover his intent or purpoſe, when he entreateth his Ret: his querti. 

(p.60.)eo rakg notice what 15 the que3hion betrwixe them, that ſo he mzy aiſ- ons aſwel 


cerne h;s 4ſcourſe concerning elders to be pertmert to the matter in queſtion. 25 his aſler« 


Waereforc having ſer down the firſt queſtion in thoſe two mEbers 00s. 
betore expreſſed, (whether the promurue {/ hurches were groerned by Dio- 

ceſan Biſhc 23 as we ſar,or by Preſbyteries of [::6h elders 24 they ſpecks 1 f? he 

taketh it for graunred,( p.61.)& on both {1des agreed on,that the 
Churches were governed cyrher by the one or the other, &lo infer- 

reth that the dſproofe of their Preſbyrerie: 18 « dirett proef of ks Eiſhops. A 
dirc&proof? (o he ſaith, bur what Logician of any judgement will 

herein ſubſcribe to his affirmation? The queſtion hath two mem- 

bers, the Do&or holdeth the atfirmative in the former , and the 
negative in thc later; to prove the one, and difprove the other, is 
adouble labour. Wherefore fince the Door ſuſteyning the per- diredtly, 
lon of the opponent , in this diſputation, beginngh with the fi. ſt 
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member of the queſtion, & vndertaketh to prove this concluſion 
viz. T hat the promitzve Churches Were governed by ds:ceſan Biſhops, ſuch 
45 ours are; who would not now in an orderly and dire& courſe of 
diſputation ) expect at his hands ſome ſuch Medius terms, as 
ſheweth poſuvely,ether whatagreeth to the funRion of a dioceſan 
Biſhop; or what manner of government was anciently practized,or 
ſuch Ike? And if he torbeare to argue co this purpoſe, will not men 
of judgment be ready to thinke, that either he hath httle to alled 
this way, or tolo little purpoſe, that he diſtruileth the iflue of his 
triall? 

But if he ſhall fly from the firſt member of his queſtion, which he 
made ſpeciall choyſe of, and that with reſolution to confirme it by 
vnanſwerable evidence, as his words every where (and namely p, 
29.35.)put his reader in hope : and if in ttead of confirming thig 
point, he ſhall bend the force of his diſputation againſt the 2. me. 
ber of his queſtion ,to confute the reaſons produced by the adverſe 
part for the Presbygericzwho can excuſe his 1ncor-ſtancic? yea, who 
(that loveth him wel) can judge otherwiſe, then that it had bene 
much better for his credit, to have openly profeſſcd that he would 
fr{t deale with the later member, and then come tothe former?or _ 
rather that he would firit ſuſteyne the perion of a reſpondent, and 
throw the burthen of proving upon his oppoſites, as afterwardes 
he doth, and plainly profeſſerh it in the next ſeR. pag. 62. 

But ſince he undertaketh the perſon of an opponent at the firſt 
entrance into this confli& , ler us ſee how artificially he reaſonerh 
from the one member of his queſtion to the other: his diſiunive 
argumentation ( pag. 62.) ftanderh thus, 

Eyther the primitive (hurch Was governed by Dioceſan Biſhops,ov by ſuch 
Preſpyteries as they ſtand for: But not by ſuch Preſbyteres as they ſtand fir: 
T herefore by Duceſan Biſhops. 

T he propoſition ( ſaith he ) is implyed im the very queſtion berwene w: Ard 
the «ſir; ion t5 therein by beth parties preſuppoſed as neceſſarie. The oſ« 
fumption 55 that; firſt pownt of the five, which new we kave #1 band. But 

firſt 1 deny that his aſſumption is the firſt of his 5. points; for whe 
he ſayth , T he promutive (hurch was not governed by ſuch Preſlyteries a 

they ſtard fir; doth he not therein oppoſe himſelt equally againſt 

both-ſorts of diſciplinarians? aſwell thoſe that require a Presbyte- 

Tie, 9 alliſt cheir Pariſh-Biſhop, m every — 
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thoſe which eſtabliſh a presbyterie in every City, for the governmer 
of many pariſhes vnder one preſident, having preheminence of or- 
der above the reſt of the presbyters? For ſo he explaneth the later 
member, of his diſjunRive queltion page 60, Ir is therefore cleare, 
that his aſſumprion here, is no otherwile the ficſt, then it 1s, the ſe- 
cond, third, or fourth point of his tive. For how proveth he, that 
his aſſumption is the firſt? Forſooth, he proveth it by the firlt (as 
he heweth page. 62. ) Ergoitis the firſt , and thus he proveth it. 
T hey are not able to prove, that ever there Were any preſbyters, Which Were net 
Miners: T berefore the promits ve ('burches were net governed by ſuch preſ- 
hyteries as they ſtand for. And why may he not reaton from the 2. 3.0r 
4. point to the like purpoſe; T bey are not able to prove, that any of the 
viſivle C neehes vſing goverment Were pariſhes or that any pariſhes bad thew 
F:hop, to gaverne them With the aſſiſt ance of his preſbytery, or that the preſby- 
ters Were #4 power of order and ju iſditton equall to ther preſident,,and Inferte 
or 19 him one'y im order ec. Therefore the promitive Chu ches were not £0= 
verned by ſuch preſbyteries,as they ſtand for. But this were to overthrow 
his dichotomies before ſet downe pag. 54.& repeated lib. 2. pa. 41» 
pecially that firlt diſtribution of his prootes, which reterreth the 
firſt point to a diſproving of their presbyteries anaskevaiticor, & the 
retro the approving of our Bthops katasgevaſſicos, wheretore, I wil 
forbearc, to contend any longer againlt his aſſumption , & weigh 
racher what he ſaith in defenſe of his propoſition, 

The diſjun&ion implied in the propoſition, he aftirmeth to be ne- Set. z, 
ce oy though not abſolutely, yet ex hypotheſt,and ſo preſuppoſed on both ſides, The thao: 
But { mult give him to witt, that it it were as neceflary, as he ſup. ,..1, +. 
poſcth; yet this kinde of reaſoninge 1s on both ſides efteemed no quettion, 
be:ter, then a pretty craving of the queſtion, neither can it be other- & reaſon- 
wiſe when he reaſon<th from one member of the queſtionto the 0. £th from 
ther, Elſ:, why may he nor diſprove their presbyreries, by vnder. "a 9 —oyrk 
taking the proot of our Biſhops government, with the change of the CET _ 
alump:ion and conclufiun on this manner? ESSE 

If the primitive Churches were governed by dioceſan Biſhops, 
then not by ſuch presbyteries, as they ſtand for. Bur they were go- 
verned by dioceſan biſhops. Ergo, not by ſuch presvyterics as 
they ſtand for. 

The propoſition of this argument is abſolutely neceflary;for ſuch 
presbyters,and ſuch dioceſan Biſhops as ours are; cannot ftand to- 
oichers 
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gither . And if the Aflumption be denied, he is already i 
of adifiunctive argumentation ſufficient to confirm it. So that he 
TheDoR. may daunce{( asin deed he doth lib. 4. cap. 1.pag.35.) the round 
daunceth herwene thelc two , and need not ſeek any newe profſylloc iſme to 
the round. clude that which is to be proved. Bur 2. what mcancth the Þ, 
to take that tor graunred which his refuter flatly denicth? Doth he 
nor plainely tell him, ( anſwer, pag. 10. ) that #borgh-#t were ſ6 ( as be 
Seppoſetb) that, there Were no other Elders #n the primeteue (bunch, tit Mia 
The D. ta- ters of the word; yet tht it Word net foll-w , that. the Biſhops trere Dice « 
k-th tor {@1 , becauſe « Preſbyierie of I iniſtexs (ſuch as the D. bin-ſclfe co ſub 
graunted, Were then un uſe) n-ight be 4ojned with the Biſhop m the government «| the 
that which Church, and that the Whel: cor gregation wnight have as great an hand n the 
5 flatly de- government 4s be(for ſo ſome ot our oppotites do graunt it had ſcme 
nicd, rimes) and therefore the ſole government of Dicceſan Giſbops, may well f: ll, 
thourb there Were no (olr govern elders to overnrrethem, Its thertore 
plaine , that the Returer diſclaynieth this difiunRive propoſition, 
as not neceflarily truce; and that the Door wittingly (Low wit- 
eily ſoever) concealeth from his reader both that diviſion, which is 
among the favourites of the Hy. rarchic (fowe :cknou keg ve the 
ſtare of the Church in the Apoſtles rimes, for the outward forwe | 
and-government thereof ro be popular ( 2s Archbiſhop Whitgitt 
in defcnce of his anſwcr. pag. 180-- 182.) which the Doctor eſtce- 

TheD. c6- "pa, | : 

rad: oth MEN (pag: 41. ) aBrowniltcall and Anabaptithicall dorage)and 
his owns That contradiction which 1s found in his own writing, fince he now 
dottiac. putteth the reynes of Church-government into the hands of the 
Biſhop ; 10 rule as ours doe, without the adviſe of the pre* byrers; 
wherea- he formerly acknowledged ( icrm. pag. 1. that #: the pri 
emitye Church the Biſhop uſed the adwvile « f« erreyne pra” e miſt ers at dn 
{hurch cauſ.s did ncthing alot Wirhour them. A thing now growne 
a\cogither out of v{c; and in the opinion of 'ome, (whole judeentt 
ought ro ſway much with rhe DoEor) rr kr 'e of government whub 
the aunca'nt Preſbytert:s and their Fiſhyps exer sof+ 1, is now trmſferred 10 the |} 
M eg #trate, to whome ut ts due, ar dio ſuch as Ly kim ave appointed: ſ{ceD. 
Whurgifts defenſe, pig. 747). Howſorver therefore it may be gron- 
ted, that in the queſtion delivered by che Du&or, rhe difiun dt In 
which his propoſit:on expreſethis impli-d; yer n followeth not, 
(nay it is an apparar't vitruth to afttrm ) bot the dif unEtion 1508 
boch fides preſuppol.d neceflariezwhich ths Dottor mult confeic 


vie 
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I qnleſſe (to uſe his owne words)he will confeſle himſelfe to be 1gno- 
. rant in logick: (cing his difjunction (and queſtion) doth nor ſutti- 
4 ciently caumerace their opinions which havedebared thisqueſtiun 
d in generall: viz. whet the "nn_ of government was,which was firlt 
' pracized in the molt ancicut and Apoltolik-Churches. So that if L 
e would creade in the D. tepps, I might juſily repay him with ſome 
” ſuch marginall-notes as (pag 47-& 53-)withoat cauſe, he hath ſecr 
; \W+ downto diigrace his Retarter: ro witt,that the D.and his Conſorcs 
* ge this Day; doe pleade againſt the diicipline, which Arch-Bithop 
h Whicgitt & other learned Proceſtanrs(yca the molt ancient freinds 
bs of che Hierarchy) acknowledged to be practiſed in the apoltolike 
be Churcheg and that the Doctor miſtaking the queſtion , and crat- 
- ily concealing the diviſion, thatis among them of his owne fide; is 


I! bold:to afficme that to.be graunted, which he knoweth to be de» 
nied. 

3. I know that (for his defence) he ſaith, that his Refiter ackn'w- 
s ledg-1b the queſtion to be ſuch a4 he propoſetb; bur he dorh, both the Re» 
furer and the reader, the more wronge 1a ſo ſaying. In deed when 


- the Refuter intended to ſhewe, that our dioceſan Biſhops maye be 
_ proved abſolute popelings, by the ſame reafon-that the D. urgerh 
& "I © tocaſtthatname onthe pariſhe Biſhops, for which, they whom the 


D.call:th a new (efte, doe(as he ſaith)itryve; he then atfirmed that 
4 the queſtion berwixt the Door and them, (not berwene the D. 
and us, for thoſe words the D, hath evilly put in,ro make hisowne 


"If cauſe good) wasthis, wherber che (burches frondd be govermd by Paſtors, churgp 
” nd Elders or by dnceſan Biſhops? But how dorthir tollowe that he ac- the Retue ; 
o knowledgeth the firlt of his wwoqueſtions-betore mencioned, ro be words, 

" rightly and fully delivered, in reſpe& of the parts of chic difiunRi- 

> 01? He: that hath-bur half an eye, may ce the inconſcquence of 

: his rcaſoning, ſpecially.ſcing the queſtiohexpreſied by the refutery 


'þ hath more reference ro the ſecond queſtion dezare;cthento the firlt 
d fatto, Moreover hath the Door forgotten, that at his firſt mee- 


- { ung with this queſtion; he enterteyned itſo well, that ( pag. 41. ) TheD.cs. 
ay he ntreated thereader to ſtore jt vpfor future uſe? Shall I therfore *4ditterh 
- vow interr, that he contradiceth himſelf, in ſaying that his aſſerti- humclte, 

O onis tallifi:d in the later parr of the queſtion? 

= 4. Bac what need {u'many words tothewe the weaknes of the 


DoRors difiunRive argumentation, or toprove that there is not 
$ ay 
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any preſuppoſed truth in his difiunRive 
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propofition?T hope he wil 
graunt(for he.isa Dofor, and cannor ( lightly) ſo farr "an has 
logick rules, bur he muſtknowe) that the queſtion, which he des 
batech in thefirſt part of his ſermon, muſt holde proportion with 
that aſſ-rtion., which is to be concluded from the 4. firſt points of 
his five;(cing the firft parr of his ſermon is comprehended in them, 
Now the aſſ1t1on, which is to be proved by theſe 4. pointes, is ey. 
ther this which his difiaenRtive argument concluderh, viz. th.r the 
p imitive ( buy che: were governed by Dieceſan Þ forps ; or rather , that 
which b<fore he ſet downe(pag. 58. )for the aflumprtion of his firſt 
{; llogiſme, viz. char Droceſax Þ fhops are ſuch as are here meant by angels, 
But which fuever of cheſe twoghe chooleth,cerreine it is, his que- 
ſtion wil not yeeld humvany ſuch difhunRive propoſition, as he now 
draweth from this which he tendreth. For his quzſition n1uſt be 
ſingle one, and not compounded of two members,viz cyther this, 
whether the primitive Charch azar governed by Dwcefun B ſhops or ne? 
or rather this , whether Dioceſan Biſhops , be und:ritood by the a gels or 
w29? And this laſt cometh ſomewhat neare the mark, though ic miſk 
of the right tenour of wordes which it ought to have kept . viz, 
whether Biſhops meant by angels m bus text , wrre ſuch Biſhops for the ſub» 
ft ance of ther callv'g , as are our Biſhops at this day? 
And thus we may ke what moved thc Doctor to change his firſt 
queſtion , and how litle he gaineth thereby; ſcing he cannot com- 
paſſe his deſire of dravving the firſt point of his five, to conclude 
that aflcrtion , to which he referred the firſt part of his ſermon, 
Whercfore, ſing his diſiun&ive argumentation will not ſerve his 
turne; and he will yer once againe, (tor it ſcemeth he is vnweaia- 
ble ) attempt the eff-Ring of his purpoſe; let me adviſe him to per- 
uſe his owne adviſe given to his Refurer, (lib. 2.44.) nawely,to {t 
downe his En:hymem, afd to fupply thereto, that propoſition, 
which is implied in the conſequence; ſo ro wake vpa perteR(yllo- 
pine His Enthymem is this; fn the primitive (burch , there warns, 
ether prefpters but eg Alimfters: T berefore the promierve ( hurch was g0- 
werned by defi Biſhops, ſuch as ours are. Here now the Door 13 
wiſe eno'12h to percerve, that the propoſitis implied in the confe- 
guence of is Enthimem , (and therefore needfull ro be ſupyled) 
is this . viz. wharſorver church h ith in u none other Preſbyters but eMon- 
fters ; he ſane s governed by ſuch Dioceſan Biſhops as ors are = his 
wiſdowe 


wlome foreſaw, that it he broyght this propoſins into the ſu 
to be looked on, his Refuter (yea I may ſay the fimplcſt af his rea. 
&rs) would caſcly have diſcerned that it needeth no lefle proce, 
then the concluſion it felf, or the aſſumption; which he would ſo 
fine reduce to his purpote.  Yeaas the falſeſhood of it was difco- 
verced, aforehand by the Refuter and that ypon good and ſufficient 
reaſon, which the DoQtor .baulked , as he paſlcd by : ſo it may evi- 
denily be convinced from his owne wordes aſwell in his ſermon, 
(pag. 69. 70. as inthis defenſe (lib. 4. pag. 36. ) where he con. 
fklſ:th, tar ww the ap-ſt les dayes, all the C hurches,w hich they pl wmed,(thas 
« Jern{alem onely excepced) waned Eiſhops , andyet had each of them a co- 
pany of Pr: ſbyrers , which as Paſtors, fedd them in co-10n, and {iboured the 
converſion of Jthers , Onely when they were to leave the (burches alrogither 
by d-4th or find departure into ot her places &c. then they ordeyned them T- 
ſwps, and not before; and this , ſaith bgs that whach ferom ( caps 1. ad T i 

tum ) affirmerh , tbat the Churches at the firſt , before Biſbops were appoine 

ted over them were governtd by the comon counſel of Priſbyrers. Where- 

fore the 1njoying of a Presbytery coliting of Minitiers onely,doth 

not neceflarily argue , that the Church, which hath ſuch a Presby- 

terie , is governed by a Dioceſan Biſhop, as the Do&or withour 


* truth or reaſon rakerh it for graunted , even at their handes, 


who ( with good realon ) flatly denied it . Wherefore I hope , he 
will arlengrb, acknowledge his paſſage, concerning governing el- 
ders , to be altogither wapertinent; for(ta pay him with his owne 
coyne pag. 60. ) comon ſenſe requireth, that whar he ſceth imper- 
tinent, he (hould acknowledge ſo to be;& charitie would (though 
felfe-love would not ) that it he diſcerned not the untruth, and in- 
tonſequence of his realoning; he (hould rather have ſuſpeced his 
owne analyſis fo be forced , then have blamed his Refurer, for his 
owne want of judgement. _. . 

Wherefore, not following him any longer in his ovtwandring«; 
it iz high cime that we come to examine his other queſtion de wre, 
which ſtandeth on two fcer(as the former)on this manner: wherber, 
the ('hurch may lawfidly be governed by Biſhops, as be holdah ; or muſt be 
governed by ther Preſbyterees , 4; they affirme, The deccites couched in 
this queſtion ( as it 15 propoſed ) are m part rouched before ( ſe. 
t. ) and (hall more fully be decipher:d hereafter : wee are 
voy to fee how well it futcth with the later part of his ermon,and 

S 3 the 
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rhe deferiſe thereof)where be (auth (pag.6o.)it Is handled. By the 
later part of his ſermon he meanerth the laſt of his 5; points, which: 


_ affirmerh the fimfdion of Biſbops (he meancth ſuch as ours are) to be 
#poftolicall and divme rw Sy In the handling whereof, there J 


noching.to be found againſt the pres byteria government, ſave one 
onely naked ſyllogiſme (ſerm, pag. 60.) which concludeth the go. 
yernment of the Churches by a paritic of miniſters and aſfiftance 
of lay Elders in every pariſh,not to be of apoftolical infliturion;be. 
caule irwas no where in vſc , in the firlt 300. yeares after the Apo. 
files. And now in his defenſe ( lib. 4. cap. 1. pag. 35.) he giveth 
no other proofe to juſtify the aſſumption which the Retuter deni. 
ed, burthis z tharit is proved in the former ſyllog\ſme, ſer to juſti- 
fy the government by Dioceſan Biſhops. For if, ſarth be , che govern. 
went by Deceſan Biſhops was generally and perpetually recerved m tif: ;00 
y'ae ; it i manifeſt , thay this government, which they ffeake of, Was not m 


TheD. 2- ,ſe, Here theretore he (like as he did before ) taketh one part cf 


_ 


of the 


the queſtion to prove the other, Shall I againe anfwere him in his 
owne wordcs? This doth not ſo much bewray his iguorance in the 


queſtion to 19WCes of diſputation , as the badnes of his caufe. Vercly he had li- 
provethe tle reaſon to tel us, thathe hath handled this queſtion in the later 
other. 


part ofhis ſermon, (viz. Whether the ( burch muſt be governed by theſ 
Preſpyteries) vnlefſe he had more orderly diſputed againſt the afſer- 
tion of his Oppoſite. Yea if he had as largely reaſoned againſt their 
Presbyterics , as he hatch for Dioceſan Bps, yet the queſtion is not 
direly fred to the points which he concluderthz ſince he inſiſt. 
eth wholly upon the triall of this iſſue, whether of thoſe two go- 
vernments , which he or his oppoſites do commend, t e of: apeſth- 
call and divine infliition. And though he joyne togither «p:ſtoliccll 
& drvine, both in the firſt propounding, and alſo in the windmg up 
of this point : ( (erm. pag. 7. & 54.) yet when he addrefſcth him 
ſelf to the confirmation thereof(pag. 5 5.)he cheifly aimeth at this, 
to prove the funttron of Biſhops to be of drvine influution; and taketh a- 
poitol call ſttution for his Medina terminus , to conclude by conſe- 
quence, that is 4 divine ordmmance. Wherefore it is «evident, that the 
maine argument of his whole ſermon, is the proofe of this aſlerti- 
tion , that, the finttron of Biſhops, ( [ach as ours ave for the ſub$tance of 
ther calling) ts a divine ordmaunce ; for this hepretendeth to drawe 
from his text, in as much as , the name of Starres an i” is: 
TCtre 
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there given to' ſuch Biſhops . And to'this, he reducerh 
al} che arguments 4 qpentry by him in the handlinge of his 


fr poſirion, which 


e calleth the later part of his ſermon; and 


from this he inferreth: thoſe three” vices which he would have us 


all-ro- make- conſcience of, viz. Toack»-wiedge their fimition to 


be 


the ordinwice if God , andin that regard, both to  ederence ther per ſons ; 
and 19 obey th:ir authority, 4s We are exhryted. Phil. 2. 29. Heb. 14. 17% 


' Notwithſtanding for the cearinge of the (tate of the queſtion, 


wo things are to be conſidered, to wit, firſt what he includerh in, 
orexcludeth from, the ſabſt-nee of their callmge. Secondly, in what 


{oſe, their fun ion is to be cftecmed, x drume ordanance. 


The ſubſtance of their callinge the Door explaineth (ſerm. $SeQ.,s. 
pige. 52. 573. ) where ( having ſaid, the, the angels or Bilbeps of 
the promierve (burch, Were for the ſubſtance of their cal'ing, ſuch as ours 
ot) he addeth , that is to ſay , Divc(ſarn, and Provmcialt Brſhopr, 
beg ſuprriouy in degree to they eFHniſters, and baving a gins 
te of prehemrnence for terme- of bt, and a peeveleſſe power botly of ordi. 
nas 1 aud turiſdiftion,. Neverthelefſe the reader maſt notiimagin, 
that he ſpeakech of Provincial or Metrop:lran Biſhops , when: 
he aftirmeth the epiſcopall fon&tion-ro be of divine inſtitution; 
Tor in his defenſe, he ufually inſerteth the word Dixeſan(as lib, 
1. pag. 58. and lib.4. pag. 139.) to teach us that the Biſhops, 
whoſe funRion he mainreyneth to be of apoſtolical inftiturion, 
are no other then Dioceſan Biſhops . As for Metropolirans, 
though he thinke ( lib. 2; c2p. 6. pag. 114.) that their ſu- 
perioritie was intended by the Apoſtles , when they appointed 
biſhops , over mother Cities: yet ( as well as he Toveth themJhe 
dareth not affirme that any were ordeyned by the Apoſtles, to 
the office or prch minence of Metropolitan Biſhops . For every 
Metropolitan, in his opinion, (tb. 3. cap. 1. pag: 20. 21.)was The func- 
originally rhe B1hop of his-peculiar Dioceſe ; and not afnua!ly tion of 
: Merropotitan, vnrill divers Churches inthe ſame Provmce, be. Archbps.is 


lag conſtitured , there was aconſociation amonge themſclves 


efle bc. 
* hokling to 


and a ſubordinari-1n of them to him, as their primate. So ,,, D. Jen 
that the funRion ©Ff Metropolitans or: Archbiſhops , is l«fſe be- the fun. 


boldinge ro Mayſter Door, then the callinge of Dioc. ſan Bi 


- Gon of 


ops, Of the Former he ſpeaketh doubtfully( lib. 4.cap. 5.p.1 30.) Dioceſan 
& S 3 T bens Bilkops, 


Þ. . 3c ve [wb/[fancial pores of eps; wn(1o. | 
T heir ſaperionty arcſe,au BezA ſuppeſeth, from the very lizhe of naneve doe2.. 
inge, and force of neceſſity wging meu to that cour ſe: but, as { rather thirk,, © 
from the wſt aunon of the eApeſties. Ot th'other he affirmeth very pe. 
remptorily (hb. 4. pag, 139- 143.) that the caliing of dioceſan Bijhopy 
is of d5v4ne inſtitution. The ſubltance then of that cp1ſcopall fun@ion, 
which he holdeth to be a divine ordinance, the D. hath placedin 
theſe particulars. 1. Thar they be dioceſan Biſhops, or overſcerg 
of a dioceſe, 2, That they be ſuperior in degree to other Miniſters . 
3. That they have a ſingularity of preheminence, duringe life, and 
4-2 pcerckle power both of ordination and of juriſdiction in their 
places. Loe here his enumeration; and withall, bow he omirterh 
The D.o- thercin, (and that of purpoſe as it ſeemeth) foure other more ſub- 
mitreth 4, ſtantiall, and leſſe queſtionable points of their funRion, who firſt 
ſubſtanciall had the name ofBiſhops appropriated tothE inthe anc-@t Churches 
and _ to wit, that they were 1. Paſtors of cher Churches bound by their 
i ! = office, to diſpence the word and Sacramentes to their peopls; and 
nicks Bps. therefore 2. tied to make their pokrtive refidencie, in that one City 
function, or Church, whereof they had the Charge, 3. aſliſtcd alſo every of 
but ye. them with his presbyrery or Senzte of E:ders,withour whoſe advyce 
Wiicly. and conſent in Church-martters, nothing of weight « as done, and 
4. not (bordinated to the juriſaictio or cenſure of any one Biſhop” 
{uperioutwyotohim. Bur of theſe porntes morehereatrer,(hb,z. & 
4- ) I now purpoſe nor to infilt on this defe&, in his laying down 
of the ſubſtanciall partes of the epiſcopal} funttion; neyther will [ 
contend abuut the continuance of their Preſidencie , cr fingular 
prcheminence,whether it be eſſential! or 2cc1dentall ro 1nyjoy it c0- 
 Mantlyfor rerme of lifc? nor yet magnily the D. wiſdome in his ca- 
ning concealing of them,as knowing how it wipeth his Dioceſans 
over che ſhinnes . In this rath<r I difrre to give or receive {atiſfa&tt- 
on , whether that ſmgul inte if prebemwence and peereleſſ. power, whych 
he aſcribeth unto Bithop+ be not a ſole ſuperioritie, or fole power 
of rule , as the Refuter aftirmeth ? And this I the rather deſire, be- 
cauſe the Door is ſo highly offended with the worde, ſole, that as 
oft as he findeth it vſcd by his Refurer in this queliton, he reward- 
eth him, with theſe or the like counterbufts at every turne. Where? 
os a cometh this ſole 7 pray you , that bath ſo oft bene foyſted in? | feare preatly fro 
thamele”* an Cvill conſccence reſolved to 83:7wen and d face the truth (kb. z. pag 111) 
ly. * Andinthe next page, God amend that. ſouie, that ſo often foyſieth m FA 
| ele 


F 


ſb, beſides 


"2T . 


and my words {iAnd againe, pag. 126, 


1 


we. Thus and thus is M. Dogor | 5g ro declaime. 

Woy? but ho s ſhould the wor 

.ral- ve ſo odious and offcnſive to the DoQtors caresz»hen( not» 
withitanding allthis face, the thing is ſo plealing to him, that he 
plead th for it tooth and nay Ie? To ask as he doth(lib. 3. pag. 20. 


+ 468, & 69. ) where doe } ſay m all th» ſermon, thu Brſh1ps had, or muſt 


have ſole p-w'7 17 1w14ſdiction? and whether Biſhops cannot be ſuperyour to 
Prijoy. ers #1 the power of ordination or umiſcrttion , vl ſſe they bave all the 


ſole pwr? Thus to ask I faye, hclp< th litle, eyther ro free him from 


giving way to thoſe aſſertions, which he ſecmeth to abhorre; oro 
make his R«futer guilty of ſo evill and defiled a conſcience, as he 
accuſcth him of; nay, if he diſcharge a good conſcience , he muſt 
confclſe,cither that his wordcs doe not Fuithfully expreſſe his meas 
ning ; or that he meant to give ynto Biſhops, thar ſo! p wer of rule, 
which his Refuter gathereth from his wordes. For, what difference 
is there, betwixt that ſingularity of PAI (which he ma- 
kth che firlt branch cf the Biſhops (uperioricy . ( ſerm. pag. 32. ) 
and rhat ſole ſuperiority, or ſole power of rule, which the Refurer 


* ſpeaketh of? Duth he not teach us out of Cyprian and Heroni(pa. 


33- 34 ) that the government, and the whole care of the Church, 
appertcineth tothe Biſhop, which is one onely? And that his ſin- 
gular prcheminence is a pecrelcfſe power, and eminent abore all , 
yea ſuch as adniitterh no parener, pag. 36.& 46? And doth he nor 
afterwards (pag. 45. 46. 47.) vndertake to demonttrate, that the 
Biſhop governeth #2 foro externo, not onely the people; but the pre fe 
byrers alſo of an whole dioccfe, as having authority to guide and 
dire& them , as th:ir ruler; and to cenſure and corre& them as 
their Iudge? Doth he nor, (ſerm. pag. 30. as is already ſhewed, in 
the former chapter , ſe&. 10. ) out of ignatius, make 3. degrees 
of Miniſters , Deacons , Preiſts and Biſhops vnder Chriſt; the Deccors 


' fobje& to the Preſbyrers , the Pres8bytcrs to the Biſhops,ard the Bi. 


ſhops ro Chriſt? Ard asketh he not (pag. 46.) what a Biſhop eiſe 
Is, bur ſuch a one as holdeth and menageth the whole power and 
authoritic above all? z ea , and doth he 1:0t (pag. 30. 31. ) our of 
the council of Sardis and out of Opratus and H.erem,make thoſe 
3. degrees auſwerable, to the high Preiſts and Levites, placing 
the 
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cnce, Which ceaſerh not 10 afcrobe ſuch odyaus and abſurd IDS. 


ſole ,or the name of ſovereignty,or Sef,z, / 
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the. Deacons and Presbyrters,in the roome of the Preiſts & Leyites, 
and the Biſhops.in the. roome of Aaron tlie High-Preilt, the very 
cheifc and Prince of all? With-wharface then can he deny vnto the 
Biſhop in his diocrſe a ſole ſuperiority, or ſeleprwer of rule? or ſay,thar 
the word ſcle is foiſted in betides his meaninge? Let him weigh the 
force of this argument, and give us a dite& anſwer ro it, the next 
time he writeth. 

Whoſoever aſcrebeth to every Biſhop wn his Dioceſe , a ſmgwar prebemi. 
mence ( not of order onely but ) of power and rule,emment above all, and ad. 
enitting #9 pariner, 40 governe mm foro exzerno, the Fagan aſwell « tte 
people , as ther Ruler and Judge, bolding and menaging the Whole power and 
exchoruie above ail , all ſubiett to him , end be jubs:ft 20 Chriſt, be grvethts 
every B: im his Daceſe, a ſol: ſuperior ge or ſovereignty and ſole power ef rule, 

But the Doitor preſcrib«th eo every Brſhop in Lis Dioceſe a ſmgil.r pres 
heminence (not of order onely but) of power and rule, eminent above all e5c. 

T bcrefare be #0 every 'Exihopin bis 'Diveeſe , @ ſole ſuperioritic or 
ſovereignue, and | power of rule. 

The aflumprion is gathered from his owne wordes as is before 
ſhewed . If he deny the propoſition, ſhall he not bewray in him. 
ſelf that ewill conſcience , ( which he chargeth his Refuter with) 
which 4» reſolved ro oppugne and deface the truth? Can he be ig- © 
norant, that a ſingular prcheminence of power and rule, emine1 
above all,and admuting no partner put into the hands of any one 
x0 govern all the rc{t, as theirruler and Indge, and he ſubjc& to 
to none but to Chrilt, is, not onely aſvle ſuperiority, bur a very (0+ 
vercignty, or (ole and ſupreme power and rule? Wherefore, how 
ſoever every ſuperiority 10 power,.or majority of rule; be not a ole 

or {. preme power or ſuperiority &c: Yet the Refurer hath rightly 

affirmed, and the Do&or hath with check of conſcience ( 1 teare ) 

denicd the power of rule which he aſcribeth co Biſbops,to be a ſole 

wer. 

And touching our owne Biſhops,though he be loth to acknow- 
1-dge in plaine.rermes , that they are fole ruling Bilhbops; yer he 

aftirmeth-that which will cafily evince itto.be a truth. For, to et 
paſſe what he ſaith (ſerm. pag. 49. ) concerning ordination, that 
the power thereof 1s aſcribed and appropriated ro the Brhop clone: and 
thachowever by the councill of Carthage, the Pre-byrcrs were 10 
impoſc handes with the Biſhop , yer it was then (as now with v>) 
not 
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yo rg bat for greater folemnity 5c. To let this paſſe I ſay ) he 
th (lib 


. 


Biſhops yule alone. Cop. 4. 


. 1. cap. 8. pag: 192.) that the «dvice ard . ſſiſtarce f 


i Lan Which the ancient Byſhops aſed, grew lorge ſince out cf uſr;, bec-u fe 
ceme 


x [eemedneedleſſe, both to the preſbyter; deſyring ther eaſe and 10 the Siſhgs, 
dfyrmng to rule aloue. And to take a way all How of diftercnce berwene 
thoſe ancients and our Biſhops, who have not the like aſſiſtance of 
their presbyters that they had in former ages, he tellerh us (lib. 3. 
cap. 5+ Pag. 111.) Thar when Biſhops uſed the advice of their preſcyters, 
he [my of their authority was nor/nnge bi fſe, then when they uf d1t not; for the 
afitance of the preſpyters wasto be'y and aduyſe, but never to over-rule the 
Biſhop like 44 the au horsry of « Price, who uſeth the advuxe of his Compieell, 
« nothing the leſſe for un; but the more adviſed, The truth of this later 
lpeach, is not here to be examined; nor yet how well the former 
doth accord with the later:there will come a fitter time for it here- 
after, for the preſent purpoſe it ſhall ſuffice ro oblerve. 1. That 
if a defire 11 Biſhops to rule alone,was one cauſe why the Aſſiſtace, 
which formerly they had of their Presbyters grewe out of vſc; ir 
may wel be thought that ours doc nowe rule alone,feing they have 
no ſuch aſfiſtance as they had. 2. Neither can ir be otherwiſe if 


. that aſiiſtance , which once they had, was not to reſtreyne them of 


their willes, but onely to yeeld them that help,that great Princes 8& 

free Monarches have of their grave Counſcliors, by whom they are 

adviſed in their affaires of tate, Here therefore I crave his anſwere 

to this argument; 
Whoſocver ”! ther government proceeding to LL ve if 1 fever un ary cauſe, 

Phat, ts to be wdged by thrm, have no 4ſtance of 419 to veſtreyne chem ff m8 

ſwmng the matter 2 plaſeth thens ; they have a ſole power of rule, or d, ruls 

by th.ir fole authoynee 
Bu our En; bb Pref ue 5: their Fpeſcopll government, and in procteding 

ls grve ſentence #1 any eauſe , that us to be wndged by them ; have noa/- 

ff once of any to reſt reyne them f\ om ſwoaymy the m..tter as ple ſerh them. Tot not 
T b<retore , they have « ſ le power of rul-, or do rule by thei, (3te auth. 1itre, the D. be 
The propoſition I fuppoſe to be fo cleare,that the DoR. wil nox #Þimncd 

deny it « The Aſſumprion is already acknowledged for true hy | [P2356 


x 
% 


kimfelt ; T hope therefore in his nextd< fence, he will imbrace the 443d 
concluſion , and cſieme it no longer an odivus and abſurd allerti «<1, Tag i 
0n.For why (hould he be aſhamed to ſpeake thar plainly, which be fiuuaith, 
& clo{cly infinuate ? the rather for that one of lis fe flow DoR. 


i (D.Dove 
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LD. 2. 0s Pave ſoit antnoritie. aÞ 4: 
(D. Dove meane in his defenſe of Church-government pag. 19.) 
coming to ſpeak of a Dioceſan L.Biſhop; ruling by his ſole power, 
ſaith that thu is the cheefe matter now 1m queſtron, and turther (pag.20 ) 
that be may Sperk; ſomething fr the wall ifxcation of the Brſhops ruling by they 
fole awthoritie, athrmeth thac Timothy & Titus were ſuch Biſhops. Now 
no doubt theDoctor will expe& an arlwer to that which was over. 


hand, viz. That all power 1s not geven to the Biſhop alone; becauſe that is 
the government of the (hurch, others are joyned with bimL}, ſome vnder him, 
i above hon &c. lib. 1. cap. 2. pag- 42. and he ſhall here ac- 
cording to promiſe have it, And that he may. (ce the force of his 
reaſoning, I wiſh him tro remember that Chriſt ſaith of himſclfe, 
(Math, 28. 18.) all pwer u grven to me #1 heaven and earth, and to be. 
thinke himſclfe , what anſwere he would give to one that ſhoulde 
thus argue , 

In th: government of the world, there are others 1oyned' With Chriſt, the 
Father 1s above him, 1. Cov. 15. 27,28. and viider him are both his Apoſtla 
and th-ir ſucceſſors Mat. 24, 19, 20.and alſo all (briſtian Provees. 

Ergo , all pawer :s not gryen to (hbrist alone; neyther 1s bu government 
a e Monarchy, or ſ le power of rule, 

If this concluſion doth not neceſſarily followe upon the Ante- 
cedent; then the Door ( if he ſhut not his rrght cyc) may ſce the 
looſencs of his owne argument . Shall I necd to ask him , whether 
King lames doth not theretore governe the Realmes as a Monarch 
by h1s ſole aurhornie, becauſe in the government thereof, he hath 
many ſubordinate helps under him? Or whether the Duke of Sax- 
onic and ſuch like free Princes, doe not governe, by a ſole power of 
rule, their ſeverall Provinces, becauſe thy acknowledge the Empe- 
rour their ſuperiour > Hath notevery Maiſter in the gorernment 
of his howſhoud a ſole luperioritie, theovgh ſcme have , both un- 
der them a Schoole Mr. for their children, and a Steward for the 
ovc: {ight of their ſervants, and above them ſundry Magiſtrates, 
who in the Province or Country wherein they live , cartic a fare 
more eminent and pecrelcfle ſuperioritic? 

It is apparant therefore, that the (ole power of rule in our Bi- 
ſhops, 15 not impaired by any thatare ſuperiour or interiour t0 
the 1nlcle they were in the fame Com'ſ{ho joyned with th & as ſuch 
aſlittants , as (if the caie 1quire) may reſtreine them, nyo is 

ENCE 


paſſed in rhe former chapter as impertinent to the point then in. 
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their Monarchical authoritic abridged by the power of Synods aſ- 
ſembled ( as he faith pag. 43.) for the making of eccl. (iaftical c6- 
(curions; fince the Kings highnes ceaſeth not ro be a Monarch, 
though he cannot make newe lawes, nor doe ſome things, without 
the conſent of his Nobles, & Comons, aſſembled in the high court 
of Parliament. Neyther would the DoRor trare to prot<fle that 
our Buhops doe governe Monarchically , or by their fole authori- 
tic, ave that he foreſcerh ( as it ſeemerh lib. 3. pag. 22) that if he 
ſhould plainly aſcribe unto-rhem a (ole power of ordination and 
jun{diftionz 1 might be thence inferred that he alloweth no jurif{- 
di&ion to Piesbyrers, and huldeth thoſe Churches to-have no law- 
full Miniſters , which have not ſuch Biſhops as ours are to ordeyne 
them. And ſurcly (though he falfly charge his Refuter for diſgra- 
cing his ſermo with thoſe 1nt-rences, yert)it he have none other way 
to av0;;d chem, but by denying that he giveth vnro Biſhops, a ſole 
power of ordination and juriſd1Cion;he mult be content hereafter 
to beare this impuration,that he giveth way to thoſe abſurditics he 
would ſeeme to dilclayme. 
For fiſt, couching juriſd1Ron, fince he placeth it in that ſingu- 
| larand peerelefſe power of rule (before ſpoken of (e&. 7.) which 
2d nitteth no partner,and ſubjeeth all, both presbyrers and peo 
ple in foro externo, to his direftion as their ruler, and to his cor» 
reion as their judge: that which1s already preficd to prove a ſole 
ſuperiority, or ſole power oft rule in Biſhops, doth direfly ſerve to 
conclude a ſole power of juriſdiion in them. For to ſpeake (as 
he doth) of externall & publike juriſdiRion,in foro externo, which 
ſtandeth (as he ſaith (erm. pag. 51.) 3receyving 4rcuſations gn conven- 
ting parties accuſed, and cenſurmy ſuch as are found gualty, ascordinge tothe 
quality of the offence, by reproofe, putting 10 ſilence, ſuſpenſion, deprivation, or 
excommunicatio;zy; in which reſpect, ſcing all the presbyters within 
the dioceſc are ſubic& to the Biſhop ( yea even thoſe that ſhould aſ. 
ſite him, alwell as others that are ſevered from him, and affixed to 
their ſeyerall cures)it is apparrant,that that majoriry of rule, which 
the D. giveth him over all, cannot be leflc then a ſole power of ju- 
ri(dition. For who can deny a ſole power of jeriſd:&ion to him, 
that is, in the power and exercile thereof, ſo lifted vp abone all-0- 
thers, in an whole dioceſe, thar they are all in ſubje&ron vnto him, 
and he hath no aſſifanres ro reftreyne ho? Muſt the pariſh- Biſhop 
T : needs 
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necds be a ſole-governor, if he have not the aſſiſtance of a pregby. 
tcrie joyned in comit6io with him? And is it plaine that the Judges 
in the Kings Bench and comon-pleas, who are Aſſiſtants to the L, 
cheif Iuſtices,arc joyned to cither of them, as to help the in giving 
right judgmer,(o to reſtreine the that they judge nt alone, accor- 
ding to their owne pleaſure? (Sce his Det. lib. 3. pag.141, 143.) 
And (hall not alſo a dioceſan L. Biſhop hold & exerciſe a ſole pow. 
er of eccleſiaſtical juriſdiction; when he is ſo ſuperior vnto all in 
his dioceſe, that he hath no alſiſtance of any, to reſtreine or over« 
rule him? Moreover, if Bithops onely (and not presbyters) be au« 
thorized, jure apeſtulaco, to exerciſe their publike and externall juriſ. 
diction, inall eccic(iaſticall cenſures, over the people and clergie of 
their dioceſes,(as the D.attirmeth 1:b. 3-pag-11 6.) it alſo the power 
of reconciling penitents, by impoſition ot handes, doth belonge 
to Biſhops onely, an that by the power ct their order;(pag-105.) 
then ſurcly their funRion is d:ſhonorcd and their authority impat- 
cd, by ſuch as deny vnrto them, a ſole power of juriſdiction, 

Secondly,concerninge ordination, the reader 15 to be advertiſed 
thar he ſaith (et Mm, PAag. 37 h, 1 hath bin a receywed 0P1 114971 in the ( hah 
of God, even from the Apoſtles tyres ont ill ow age, that the right if rdinatis 
ef preſtyters is (ugh a pecul@er prerogative of Biſhops, as that ordunexrily ar d 12. © 
gully, there could be no lawfi ll ordanetion_ but by a Biſhop. Ana addeth 

(pag. 49.) that the perpetuall conſcnt of the Church of God, ap» 
propriatcth the or din.xyy right of or dm ation to the Fiſhoy alone. Avd(page 
42.) that Biſhops cnely, #: the judgment of the Fathers have right of 1 dey- 
nmge eAlmters, regwarly. And theretore, though cxtraordmarily 
and incaſc of neceſlity,he ſecme to allowe of thar Miniſtery, which 
in the want of a Bithop,are ordeyned by other Minilters; yet this 1s 
no other allowance, then he giveth to the bapriſme of women or 
laie-perſons,in the want of a Miniſter. For he ſaith in plaine terms 
(pag. 44+) T be truth is, Whers Aftmiſters maye be had, rone but Aſwiiſi ers 
oweht to boptize; and where *Byſhops maye be had, none but Byſhops ought to 
erdeyre.1n which words, who ({ceth not, that the ref: hath ſufficient 
ground to affirme, that the D. giveth to Biſhops a ſole power of 
ordination? If he will ſay (as be feemeth to perſwade lib. 3. pags 

69.) that this argueth oacly a ſuperior cy in the power of ordeyring 

and nor a ſojc power; then let him alſo profeſic plainly, that Mini- 

R-rs have r.ot 2ny fule power of baptiliog, but onvely a ——_— 
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- 


» 
. 


in that power, above women or other laic-perſons, 

But he cannot thus evade, though he would, ſcing (lib. 3. pag. 
$05.) he expreſly affirmerh, that the power cf inopoſing hands to conveigh 
proce, tether to partics baptized for their confirmaiton; or to panttents for theer 


' reconculs 110729, or to parties deſigned to the e Mwnſt ery, for ther ordmnats/n, ts 


prenls ur onto Brſhops,and to the p wer of the order whereby they differ frons 
Preſbyters and De«cons yea, this power of ord: yg 15 ( 10 his conceite 


* page. 106.) [6 appropriated to the p:wer of order m biſhops, that they canzes 


tmmune ate it #2 any others, Wheretore though he (hovld never (o 
impudently ſtand forth ro maintcine that he doth nor aſcribe a ſole 

yer of ordinatio to them; yet wil it be inevitably concluded fro 
lis owne wordes. For, whoſoever have the right or power of ordi- 
nation appropriated to the alone, as a prerogative peculiar to their 
funion , and that by the power of their order, yea ſo peculiar to 
their order, that they cannot communicate ic to men of another 
fanQion; they muſt necd-s have the fole power of ordination. If 
therfore Biſhops have the power of ordination, ſo approprizted to 
them alone and to the power of their order; (as is b. fore ſhewed 
from the D. owne wordes) it followeth of nece!(i-y,thart they have 


_ aſole power of ordination given vnto them. This is alſo implied 
in thoſe peaches ſo oftcn repeated (lib. 3. pag. 72. 86.93. 97.) 


hut the power of or deyninge was mn the Biſhops, «nd not m the preſbyrers; And 
that Biſhops bad the pow or 1g41t of ordeyning, Which prefbyters bd not. 
And of ordination and juriſdiction jointly, as he conſtantly main- 
teinerh them, to be the principall and moſt cM.ntiall parts of the 
ep. ſcopall authority: (l10.3.pag 68. & lib. 4. pag. 78.) ſo he flatly 
denyed the charge of theſe affaires, ro belonge vnto presbyters The Po, 
(ib. 4. pag.79). And ſpeaking cf thoſe precepts which Paul gave TR lay 
to Timothe for ordination and Church government, 1. Tun.5.19. 0; _ 

: - X a:der ard 
21, he ſaith, (pag. 77.) they were not comon to other Chriſtians, 20nd 


or other Miniſters, therefore peculiar to Biſhops, So that we may that he gi- 


Aftcly conclude, (neither can the DoR. impugne it, without appa- veth fele 


rant coytradiction to himſelf that our Biſhops are ſole-ruling- Bi- power 


fhops, and that the ſingularky of prcheminence (cr prehemunent __ tO By- 
10PS, OB 


power) which he a{c:1veth vnto Biſhops, as an cficnriall part of dats 
their fun&ion, is in deed, a ſole power of rule, or mronarchicall fu» ,,,Þ 2; 
p:rioricy, 


| himiclf os. 
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The 5.Chapter. Concerninge the ſlate of the Queftion, 
and namely of the D. diſtunttion, of 
tus apoſtolicum, & arvinum. 


Thus have we done with the firſt, -come we now to theſerond 


-point before propoſed to be examined. viz. in what (enſe the (ole 


ruling Biſhops , ({uch as ours are ) is to be c{teemed a drome onde. 
eance. The DoGor often acknowledgeth it to be a diiinc ordinance 
in reſpc& of the firſt in{tirution,as having God the author thereof, 
But he can by no means indure hisRefturer to (ay, that he holdeth 
their function to be divini juris ( or de jure di+ 1110 ) and perputue 
ally or generally neceſſary for all Churches; yea his choller i ſo 
kindled thereat , that he chargeth him with wnrurb , calummtion, 
Wilfil depraving of bis aſſertion, as we may [ce both in his anſwere rg 
his Refutcrs preface pag. 2. and in this defenſe, lib. 3. pag. 22, 
lib.4. pag-138. But it 1s already ſhewed 1n the defenſe of that pre. 
face, that the Door abuleth the refuter, & depraveth his words 
and meaning,in as much as he had an cye onely to the firſt inſtitu« 
tion of the cpiſcopall fun&ion, when he ſayd that the Doors ſer. 
mon tended to prove that the ſayd funZion is to be holden jure 
divino, ( by Gods lawe ) and not as an humane ordinance. And 
ſithence,was reſerved to this place, the more tull handling of thoſe 
nice conceits in the DeEor,which were then overpaſſed(rouching 
the difterence berwixrt things that are divini juris, ard others that 
were apoſtolici; and that abſolute neceſliry which he placeth in 
thoſe things that are divini juris; we are now to enter ypon the C0» 
fidcration of theſe particulars. 

Firlt therefore, becaule he now ſeemeth in this defenſe (lib. 3, 
pag. 26. & 116. & lib. 4. pag.137.& 139.) to allowe in his owne 
judgement, that diſtin&ion-berwixt thoſe things, that are drvmi & 


thoſe that are apyſtolici juvis: which in his ſermo pa.g2.he propoſed 


in chename of ſome other divines (viz. that the former are gene- 
rally perpetually & immutably neceſſary,the {ater not ſo)he mght 
have done wel,to have warrited this diſtin&to cither fro the (crip- 
ture or fro the teftimony of fome orthodoxal writers.Fr6 the Scni- 
pture he-cannot 1.becauſc he hath already laid that ground our of 
Agcs.15 .2$, which willretute it,as 35 already {hewed in defence - 
the 


- 
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the ſaid preface . 2. Moreover , it is well obſerved of ſundry Di- 
xioes, a5 Aquinas 24, 24, q. 55. art. 2. that jus divinum dicicur, 
quod divinitus promulgatur . And Lubbertus de Pont. Romano, 
lb, 5-cap- 2.pag, 3 3 8,thar jus dicitur a juſlum per apocope. Where 
fore as he ſaith jus divinum eſt quod Deus juberzſo we may ſay that 
jus apoſtolicum eſt, quod apoltolus juber, vel ab apoſtolis juberur, 


ve WH The crue difference therefore, (if there be any ) betwene jus divini 
a. WW ad apoſtolicum ſtandeth onely in this, that the former hath the 
Wl expriiſe and immediate commandement of God, to warrantize 
of. Wl thac which he preſcribeth; whereas the later procecdeth from the 
th Wl 4poltles, as the Interpreters of Gods will, and his Miniſters, which 


by dire&ion from him, give rules vnto his Church to obſerve, In 
ſo WM vhich ſenſe the Apoſtle Paul , diſtinguiſherh his command: menc 
from the Lords, 1. Cor. 7. 10,12, onto the married / command (ouk; 
it) ego alla ho kurtos )nor {but the Lord, & c. But to theremnant(ego lego nk bo. 
Corarl ecke, not the Lord &c, Will the Dofter now lay of the for- 
e- Wl mcrprecepr, becauſe it is jus divinum, that it is generall perperu- 
is WW ally and immurably neceſſaric; and of the later that it 1s nor ſo,as 
lt» WF being onely jus apoſtolicum ? I hope rather, he will ſpare the Re. 
r-, WT futer { or his freind), the labor to prove, that the later is no l«ffe 
re Ml generally perpetually and immurably neceflary, then the former, 
1d WM Synificat Apoſtolus prgceptum illud ( verſ.10. ) niti expreſlo ver bi 
ſe WM divini teſtimonio; non autcm ex revelatione fingulari ſpiritus ſan- 
's WM Giprotctum. Pilc ar. in 1. Cor 7. 10. Suum autem id efle dicie 
at Wl (icr{. 1 2.) de quo nihil deſcrte expreſſerint Dominus non quod ip- 
in Wl & cx ſe remere, aut (uo arbitrio cſer comenratus, Id enim fe feciſ- 
de WH & negat, infra verſ. 25. & 40, Bezain 1, Cor. 7. 12. And ther- 
fore atter many other precepts delivercd by the Apoliles,in ſundry 
j- WH caſes nor by fore determined by any dire& and expreſſe rerdi of 
ce WF Gods word, as will appeare ro him,that wayeth what he teachcth 
& Wl -.Cor. 8.9. 13. & 10. 25,--29. & 11, 4.--14- 23.--25+ ) he bin- 
+ IM {th them all up under one generall charge, 1. Cor. 14-37. /f any 
c+ WH nin thinke him{clfe to be a Prophet or ſpirituall, It him acknow- 
nt kdge that the things which 1 write unto you, are 7 hk: 1104 enrelas, 
> WH the commandements of God . Dei precepta xocat, hoc «Rdivini. 
1- tas infoirara, et ob id authentica. Arct: in 1, Cor. 14. 27. 3.1t 
xf swell knowne that the doGtine of the Apoſtles, 2nd theu practiſe 


of WW corded in their writings, yceld us the moſt dircR and cxpreſſe 
6 Warrant 


T525 


4» 


The D.diſ- 
tin:.on 
£4lleth to 


the grokd, 


TheD. 


d1{tu tion obtiner. 


is agzaunit 
ene ludg- 
en 117 Or 
hi own 
treiades 
aſwell as 
9LIncrs, 


Lib, t. Apottolical ordinances yerpetnall. Co. y. 
warrant, which Chriſtian people and their Teachers have ( 1: 
not for the ſanRifying of the Lords day, which is our Sabboth, be- 
cauſc ſome great Favourites of the Prelacy, holde it (though yn- 
juſtly ) to be a varyable ordinance, and alterable at mens pleaſure, 
bur ) for the eſtabliſhing of a ſettled Miniſtery in every Church,to 
feed the flock which dependeth on them, 1. Per.5. 3. 4. AR. 14, 
23- & 20. 20.TIt. 1.5. which (1 ſuppoſe ) all will graunt to be ge. 
nerally and perpetually n2ceflarye; Byſhop Bilſon nor excepted, 
Perpet .Govern: pag. 106, 107. and 208.) And it isno lefle cyi- 
dent, that there is no generall neceſlity or perpetuity in ſome pre. 
cepts, which Chriſt himſelfe gave to his Diſciples, as Mar.10, 5-. 
14.and 12,16. and 15. 20.and 19.21. & Tohn. 13 14. 15: where- 
forc the perpetuity or immutability of precepts given inthe ſcrip. 
tures, dependcth not vpon the authority of the perſon, fiowhom 
they proceed immediately; but vpon the generallity or perpetuity 
of the grounds;or cauſes which give ſtrength therevnto.So that the 
things which are Apofislus jurrs ( and none otherwiſe divine ordi- 
nances then as they proceeded tro the {pirit of God, that direGed 
che Apoſtles) arc generally perpetually & immutable necclary, in 
che prelence and concurrence of thoſe cauſes and grounds, which- 
made them at the firſt neceſſary . And there is no other or greater 
perperuity or neceſſitie, in any of thoſe things, which are immedi- 
ately divint juris. Wherefore as the D.acknowledgeth the things 
which were ordeyned of the Apoſtles, to be ( for the authority of 
their iuſtitution)nor onely apolto!icall,but alſo divine ordinances: 
ſo he mult confefle that whatſoever they eſtabliſhed,not for a ſhort 
ryme, but for ſucceeding ages, the ſamedeſerveth to be eſtemced, 
as athing authorized divnto jure, not apoſtslico onely. 

And herein we have the conſent of {ſundry Orthodoxal writers, 
Cerrte (ſaith D. Whitakers de Pont. Rom. pag.107.)quod apcto- 
li ur neceſlarium ſanxerunt , atque introduxerunt , jiris divini vim 

And in this very queſtion of the ſuperiorit.c of Biſh«p? 
above Presbyrers,as it is their comon Tenent , that they are <quall 
or rather all one s«re dive, ( by Gods lawe ) fo they hold the doc- 
trine and practiſe of the Apoſtles to br ſuſficient warrant to con- 
clude their aſſertion, 2s we may ſec in Sadeel ad reper: Turrian:!0- 
phiſin. loc. 12. pag. 403.& 412. partis {ſecundz. And in Chem- 
pitias exam: Conc, Trident, Dc ſacram ord.n: parts 22, fol. 249.) 
yea 


ab. 2. Jus arvinum and Apoſtottcatt vorh one, ap. F. 
yea Sadeel (pag. 117.) purreth no difference betwene jus divinum 
and an Apoltolicall ordinance: for vpon theſe premiffes, Presbyreri 
certs apoſtolicis inſtirutis, '/habent jus ordinandi; 1lli vero-qui hac 
z:are eccleham primi reformarunt;erant presbyteri,he coctudeth; 
quare primi illi doGores potuerunt in eccleſia rcformata, miniltros 
ac paltores ordinare,idque jure divino, In like manner BiſhopBar- 
lowe (in his ſermon on Acts. 20.28.) as one not acquainted with 


' any diffrence in perperuitic betwene jus apoſtolica & divinnm, 


giveth borh indifterently to the epiſcopall function: gathering our 
of one word (poſuit) in his text, thar it was both praxis apoſtolike , 
an ordinance apoſtolicall, and theſis prewmatike a canon or conſtitu- 
tion of the whole Trinitie, enacted for ſucceeding poſterity. Mr. Bell, 
in his regiment of the Church pag. 1 17. ſaith, a thing may be cal- 
l:dde jure divino two waies. 1. becauſe itis of God immediately. 
2, becauſert is of them, whoare ſo direed by Gods holy Spirit , 
that they cannot erre, And in this ſenſe the ſuperiority of Bilhops, 
over other inferior Miniſters, maye be called de juredivino, or an 
ordinance divine. Door Sutcliff: (de presb: cap. 15.) prefſeth 
among other argumentes epoſtolorum uſum et morem, to prove that 


_the ſuperiority of Biſhops above other Miniſters doth nit jure di- 


vino. The ſame may be ſayd of ſundry others which at this daye, 
hold the functio of our dioceſan Biſhops, to be an apoſtolicall and 
ſo a divine ordinance; or give them a Coney of juriſdiction, ju- 
re apoſtolico. (as the D. humſelt doth iib.3. pag. 116.) and are not 
ſo ſcrupulous (as the D. is) to allowe that the ſuperiority of their 
fun&ion 1s warranted to them jure divino. Neither fteare they to 
conclude the epiſeopall govermet to be perpetuall, becauſe it is an 
ordinance apoſtolicall, 

Wherefore,I would be glad tolearne of the Do&or in his next de- 
tenſe, (ſeing he was not in his ſermon or the margin of it pleaſed 


he ſuck it from Do&. Bilſons breaſt the man that gave him in this 
queſtion ſo good ſatiſffaRion, For, as the title of his booke ſhewerh 
that he holdeth the government of Biſhops, to be the perperuall go- 
vernmen of (briſtes (hurch < {0 the body of the booke it {:!f, duth 

V plainely 


4 requeſt 


"wx" 8; ro tne 0. 
totell us) who thoſe Some are, which in reſpe& of perperuitie doe ,, ;c ys 


put ſuch a difference (as he noreth) betwene the thinges that are where he 
Divm,and thoſe that are apoſtolici juris. For as he receyyed itnor fo lately 


fro any of the forenamed Favorites of the prelacy: ſo neyther did __ - 
Nat auth. 
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laincly demonſtrate; that he concludeth the perpetuity thereof, 
_ no other argumentcs, then ſuch as the D. urgeth to Prove it 
to be an apoſtoliczll & divine ordinance. Yea it ſeemeth, that when 
the D. preached his former ſermon of the digniry and duty of the 
Miniſters, either he had nor yet learned, or at leaſt, he lirtle regar. 
ded this diltintion. For (pag. 73.) he taketh an ordinance dcli- 
vered by the Apoltle 1, Cor. 9. 14. fora ſufficient argument, to 
conclude that a ſufticient maincenance, is due vnto the Minulters of 
the Goſpell, jure divino, by the lawe of God, 
Burt let us come(as neere as we can) to his author of this diſtin. 
&ion: Bellarmin in decd, diſtinguttheth berwene jus divinum and: 
Apoſtolicum , atfirming ( lib. de clericis cap. 18. ) that the mari- 
age of Piciſts , is prohibued, onely jure apoſtolico, not divino. 
Quad enim, ſaith he, Apottolus przcipic, non divinum , ſed apo« 
{tol;cum preceptum eſt , Burt with hin, jus apoſtolicum, is no 
other then jus humanum, or politivum.Ibid. & cap. ſeq: . More- 
over, he urgeth the ſame diſtinction as the D. acknowledgerth(lib. 
3- pag. 101.) to ſhewe , what he tooke to be Hieroms meaning, 
when he ſaith that a Biſhop diftereth from a Presbyrer, in nothing, 
ſave in the power of ordination, that1s, ſaith he, (lib. de Clcricis , 
cap. I5-) in this onely he 1s ſuperiour to other Minilters ju- 
re divino; but ir the power of jur{diion, jure apoſtolico, Which 
diſtinction , though in this place the Do@or admi:teth not; yet 
elſewhere (1:b. 3. pag- 26. ) he alloweth it ro reconcile thoſe ſpca- 
ches of Icrom (ad Euagr: and in Tit. cap. 1. where he denieth the 
ſuperioritic of Biſhops, to be of divine d:iſpolition;& yet aftirmeth 
it to be an apoſtolical tradition. He may be wnderſtood ((aith the D.) 
as holdmg thesr ſuperior: to be not drvim, bur apoſtolict jurts. Bur hoy ſ0- 
ever he accord with Bellarmin1n approving the diſtinction ; yet 
ſince he holdcth the epiſcopall ſupertority,to be (© farre forth a di- 
vine ordinance as 1t proceeded from God, in aſmuch as the Apo» 
ſtles were dire&ed by the holy Ghoſt in ordeyning it: he cannot 
Th-D.cg. (without apparant contradiction to himf{clt ) imbrace Bellarmins 
tradictech conſtruction of — juris, who taketh it for jus humanum or 
himſelfe poſitivum . Neither can he cafily winde out of the briars of an e- 
. which way yident contradiRion; when he denicth it ro be dive ins; and yet 


—_— graunteth ir to be be a divine ordnance: yea ſuch an hÞly ordinance 
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1b. 2. Tus drvimnmy, Cap.s. 
alſo) ro be obeyed and that of conſcience: ſerm, pag; 94. & 98. 
For if this be (o how ſhould it want that perpetuitie, which agre- 
eth vnto oth«r things, that are in deed diviniuris, by the lawe of 
God? 


'T55 


For out of what fountayne drew the D. this deep learning; which SeQt.3. 3d 


nowe he (-treth abroach ( anſw:to the ref: preface pag 2. and lib. 4. 
pag. 138.140. ) viz. that the things Which are div jurts (by the law © 


pag.z. ot 
. th: D. an- 


- t were to 
' God) re [o general 'y mmutably and perpetually neceſſerie,that no true Church t1,q rot 


con be without them , What will he (ayto the pure preaching preface 8 
of the word, the right adminiſtration ot che Sacraments,and of the ad lib. 4, 
Church Cenſures, and the orderly ſending forth of Miniſters, law- P*8+ 13% 


full; choſen. and ordeyned to theyr ſeverall charges ? Are nor theſe '+* 


things divini jaris, by the lawe of God, and divine ( or at Icalt ) a- The D. dis 
ſol-call ordinatices, generally perpetually and immurablic ne- ttio&tion 
c:(ſarie?for who can take libertic in any of theſc,to departfromthe erroneous: 


rule of Gods word, and nor be guiltic of finn againſt God? yea in 
that one Sacrament of the Lords Supper,are not all the ations re- 
cord:d in the firſt .inſtitucion (viz. in the Miniſter, to take bleſe 
break and deliver the bread, and to take blefle and diliver the cup; 


.and in the Communicants, to take and eate the one, and to take 


and drinke the other, (are not all and every of theſe a&tons I ſaye) 
generally pzrperually and immurably neceſſary ro be obſerved , & 
therfore ro be eſteemed to be divini juris? cI{c have our divincs lit- 
tle rcaſi-n to hold them for eſſentia!l parts of the Lords ſupper,and 
to urge for proof thereof Chriſts Commaundement, doo tis m re- 
membrance of me: (ce D. Bilſon ag:the Rhem Apologic (parte quarta 
pag. 675. in quarto) Bucanus Inſti: loc, 48. pag. 677.678 Note 
withſtiding,I hope the D.w1'l not deny the name of arrue Church, 
mo every aſſembly of Chriſtians, which wanteth in any part the 
puritic of rhe doctrine,or that ſyacere torm of adminiſtratio, which 
the word of God pre cribech for his S1craments vr C hurch-cen- 
ſures? For he is not ignorant that a nong divine ordinances and 
things neceſſarie, ſome (yea th2 grearclt ſom: ) doe concern rather 
the welbeing,then the very being of the Church;& ae onely ned 
ful or bchooful for the wel-o:dering of the Ch:(l1b.4.p. 103.104) 
bur not ſo g.n-rally and immurab!y neceflary,as though no rrue 
Church could be wi hout them, Wherefore ro draw this contro- 
wr} co a direR Mucztiough withour any violence offered vnto (he 
V 2 phraſe 


rs& Lib. 2. Biſhops mumutable with the D. aÞ; 5. 
phraſe, we might aftirmeevery commaundement of God,( whe. 
ther g:nerall or ſpecial, and remporall or perperuall;) to be jus 4. 
Tusdivi. 924m becauſe the word jus ic derived of jufſum, (as is before obſer. 
oum eſt Yed)yer becauſe the word 1s rc{trayned by the # Canoniltes, and by 
quod inl:. comon uſe appropriated to ſuch ordinances,as are layd downein 
gecotine.. the holy (cripture for the perpetuall uſe of che Church; I will here 
tur, ete- acknowledge a generall and perpetuall neceſfity in thoſe thingy 
vangelio, thatareto be holden jure divino:yer place I not fo abſolute a ne. 
ml. Ceſlity asthe D. dreameth of; in-thote things thar are divini juris, 
ſemper 5 though no true Chuth could be without any of them; Ir is ſuffi. 
permanet, Cent if they be ſo -1ummutably neceſſary. , that the Church hath no 
lib, 1.Turis liberty (as it hath in things indiftcrent ) to alter or aboliſh them 
canon.Tit. but where they may be had;they may not without fin, be neglc&ed, 
bs much lc ſle wittiogly be refuſed or changed. If the D. (hall herein 
profeſſe an agreement with vs,. and (ay that he therefore denieth 
the.epiſcopall tunRian tobe divms jurss, becauſe (though it be law. 
full to be reteynedas beingordeynzd of God by his Apoſtles for 
th: Churches, which they planted, yer) it is not by any comman- 
gcmenr, or warrant from Gods word, perpetually impoſed on all 
Churches (for ſo he ſeemeth to aftirm lib, 4. pag. 145. lin. 6.and. | 
26: I praye leave, to demaund, why ( in the 2. pags ob his any, 
to the Refuters preface ) he contentethnot himlelt-co diſclaime at 
large that generall and-immurable neceſfity , which is aſcribed to 
thinges that are divini juris. (pag. 94. of his ſerm) but rather ad- 
deth this clauſe, /6 4s no true (hburch can be Without it, If ic be not ty 
explaine that neceſſity, which he ſpake of in his ſermon; to what 
purpoſe ſerveth ir? For he found no ſuch clauſe,nether in the words 
of the Refuters preface, which he raxeth of vntruth; nor yet in pag. 
90. of his anſwcre, where he ſaith a true acknowledgment. 1s to be 
founde, in what ſenſe, he denieth the calling of the Biſhops to be 
Divini juris. 

Bur let us ſce whether the DoQtor (both in his ſcrmon, andin 4 
ſome places of this defenſe thereof ) mainteinerh not the epiſcopal 
funCtion, to be generally and perpetually neceflary, and that in as 
ample manner,as ſome other ordinances are, that without all con- 
tradiRio are eſtemed to be divin juris, 1. He appropriateth or at 
leaſt attributeth ku hex»cben vnto Biſhops, yea even to our dioceli 
Biſhops, aſwell as vnto the Biſhops or Miniſters of the 7. Churches. 
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of God, & Pls in the right hand of Chr. erm. pag. 55. & 95. 


Yea he ſaith-(pag. 55.) They are ” _—_ Stewards wo ow —_— 
principal! ſparituall governors over (brills body. And to them ne rettret- 
nerh ( o__ 0) &% name of -Abaney Fo or Leaders, Which the A- 
peſtle (Heb. 13: 17.) chargeth to be obeyed. Moreover, he eſteemerh 
them to be hojane puts of the Church (lib. 4. pag. 141. lin. 13.) 
and giverh ynto other presbyters (ſerm. pag. 45.) no otaer paſtoral 
' authoruy, then what is delegated vnto them, by their Biſhops. Where- 
fore like as he reaſoneth to ſhewe the lawfullnes and excellencie of 
the epiſcopall fun&ion ( pag. 54) ſo may we, to prove' By neceſſa. 
xy conſequence, fro his owne wordes that it is generally or immu- 
rably neceſſary; or perpetually impoſed by Chrilt and his Apoſiles 
on all Churches. For it the office of presbyrers, which in his opint- 
on are bur aſſitantes vnto the Biſhops, admitted in partem ſollici- 
tudinis, to-feed' that parte'of the Church, which he ſhould com- 
mit vato them; be nor onely lawfull but neceſſary alſo ro be retey- 
ned and thar jure divino; then the ſame may be (aid much more,of 
the funRjon of Biſhops, thar are (as he ſuppoſerh) the cheef, and 
pr paſtors, even by Gods ordinance. Bur if their funRion 
. benot divini juris, nor generally and perpetually neceſſary for all 
Churches; then let the DoRor alfo profeſle plainely,that hemain- ... ,, 4 
teineth not the office of Presbyters, or any other Miniſters to be (;.1, 15 
divini juris, and generally or perpetually neceſſarie,for the feeding much for 
or governing of the viſible Churches of Cheilt, Yea let him with- the perpe- 
out Raggering affirme, that ir is a thing indifterent ( not de jure tuity of D! 
divino neceſſarie, bur ) lcft to every C hurches hibertie, to accept or ©cc12n w 
refuſe, as they ſhall ce expediE?, thoſe that arc authorized of God, ſhops,as 0 
as Starres, Angels, Paſtors and guides, to convey vnto thenr, the "gr 
light of his truth , and rhe word or breagof lite, and to convert yord.yea 
them in the way of ſalvation - & mon. 
But 2, doth not his reaſoning import the contrary,when he faith 
(pag. 55. )that iFevery Miniſter be to be honoured in regard of his 
Gilling , with double honour: viz.of reverence and maintenance, 
which he ſaith (ſ{crm. ofthe dignitie and dutie of the miniſters, p. 
65.& 73.) is due rothem by the word of God, yea jure divino:the 
much more is the office of Biſhops, who are the cheife and princi- 
pall Miniſters ro be had in honour? Yea,doth he not from the do- 
firge of his ſermon 1n queſtion , inferre theſe vſes, & impoſe them 
v on 
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half : 


#7 » #o : . Cap. F. 
on the conſciences of his hearers (pag. 94, & 96) viz, 1. to ac. 
knowledge their funRion to be a divine ordinance; 2, to have the 
in honour, as ſpirituall Fathers,( as the Apoſtle exhorteth rhe Phi. 
lippians Cap. 2.29.) and to receyve them, as the Angels of God, 
as they arc called in his text 3. to obey their authoririe, as bei 
the holy ordinance of God, according to the Apoſtles exhortati. 
on Heb. 13. 17, For, can the conſideration of Gods ordinance, 
appointing their fun&ion, & commanding honor and obedic nce 
ro be given vnto them, in the dayes of the Apoſtles, binde the c6- 
ſcience at this day, if their fun&tion were not of neccliry to be c6. 
tinucd? Orcan the exhortation of the Apoſtle, Phil.2. 29. & Heb, 
13. 17. touch the conſciences of the people of England , ſo liria- 
ly , as he pretendeth ; and not reach at all to the conſcience of 
thoſe proteſlors , and teachers of the faith of Chriſt , that live in 0. 
ther r. formed Churches ? It is true, 1 confefle, that ſuch Leaders 
and Labomiets in the Lords worke, muſt firſt be had, before they 
can be honoured-and obeyed; but doe not theſe exhortations, 2nd 
many other apoſtolike canons, which preſcribe what is required, 
eyther of Miniſters for the good of their flocks; or of people ſor in- 
couragement of their Teachers, ( as AR, 20. 28, 1, Tim.3.2.4.& 
5.17. 1.Pct. 5.2.3. 1-Cor. 9, 14. Gal. 6,6. 1.Theſl. 5. 12. 
13. Heb. 13,17.) by an cquall bond , binde all Churches, alwc!l 
to labour for thecftabliſhing of ſuch Elders , Biſhops and Leaders; 
as to ſce that when they are ſetled, they may both give all dihpence 
to performe their duties; and receive all reverence and honour due 
ynto them? 

And 3, how often doth he tell us4n this defenſe, (lib. 3. pag.24« 
26. 44-48 55. 59.63. ect alibi paſſim ) that many of his allegati- 
ons doe teſtify for the ſuperioritie of B:ſhops,nor onely de fefto,bux 
alſo de wre,as giving te{t mony to the right,ond ſhewing what torm 
of government ought to be, as being in the judgement -of the Fas 
thers (which he approveth )perpetuall? And though he rerurne 
the lie upon his Refurer: (1b. 3, pag 57.) for ſaying that he plain- 
ly avoucheth a nec cſſity of retey ning the government of Dioceſan 
Biſhops(when he affirmeth,thar as 1t was ordeyned for the preſcr- 
vation cf the Church in vnirie, and for the avoiding of ſchiſnie:{o 
jr is for the ſame cauſe tobe rereyned) yer he confeſſett (pag. 64.) 
that Icroms judgement , 1n the place alleadged, was , that Buhops 

arc 


£ 


{ 


_ abſolute neceflity (as he wrongfully chargeth his Refuter lib, 3.p. 


bh. 2. be D. holdaeth B: perdetual ceſſary. Cat, 159 
are neceſſarily to be reteyned for the ſame cauſe (to wit, the avoy- 
ding of ſchiſme ) for which they were firlt inſtitured: And from the 
fame words of Ierom he colleceth ( pag. 111.) that of neceſlity a 
peerel:ſſe power, is to be attributed unto Biſhops, Wherefore if the which 
D. be not guilty of a pluine-be, and notorious falfification of Icroms way ſocyer 
meaning in carrying his words to a neceſſity in reteyning Biſhops, the Do. 


MY E curneth 
furely , he hath much wronged his refuter, to charge him with the him.he of. 


like guiltynes for the like colleion, And it he conſent not ingjudg- ferdeth, 


ment with Ierum , he doth too much abuſ: his reader , in tortt- 
fying his aſſcrtion with his ecſtimony; vnl-fſc he had given ſome 1n« 
timation ,- wherein he ſwarveth in opinion from him. 
But 4- he diicovereth his owne judgement touching the neceſſt- 
ty of dioceſan and provinciall Bilhops, ſomething more elcarcly, 
when he ſaith (lib. 3. pag. 3.) that of provence {{ov nationall (hwches, 
the metropolitans & Bijhops of dioceſes are and 149 t to be the prvernors. For 
if he had intended onely a lawtullnes, and nor a necc{ity of rerey. The Dot. 
ninge their funCtions, he would have ſayd they ore and may be, ra. Wrongtul- 
ther then (as he doth) they are «nd ought to be the governors: yea in _— 
his ſermon (pag. 32.) doth he not imply aneceſlity? I ſay not an eee 
57.) but a generall and perpetuall neceſſity, for ſucceding ages, af. 
well as for the Apoſtles times; when he faith, that vpon this three- 
folde ſuperiority of Biſhops (ſcz. ſingularity of preheminence, du- 
riug life, power of ordination, and power of juriſdi&ion)there de- 
pcaderh a three-fold bencfit,toevery church; to wit, the vnity, per= 
peruit &, andeuraxie or good order thereof . For who can deny, 
that thote things are generally and perpetually neceffaric to be re. 
teyned in every Church, whereon the vnitie, perpetuitie, & cutaxic- 
of every Church dependeth? 

It the Dottor ſhall thinke to eſcape by ſaying, that the perpetu- - en. f.2d 
"> | 10.4 pag. 
ty and cutavie of every Church dependceth in deed vpon the power ,,, & 1. 
of ordination and juriſdi&ion; but not ypon the inveſting of the * EY 
power in Biſhops; becauſc his ſecond thoughtes have drawne him- 
to diſtinguiſh, berwene poreſtas and modus poteſtaris (lib.4.pag. 102, 
& 147:) wehavercaſon to thinke (as (hall appeare anone) thathe Th<Dod. 
dreamed nor of this diſtin&ion, til! he had ſct his witts awork ro It 


remove the contradiction which his Refurer obj:-Red againſt him. l v: Eng 


Notwithſtanding he cannot (with all-his cunning) avoyde that yoid cor. 


ncccllity, 


LG, 2. Br ſhops emmutablewith the D. ap. $. 
neceſlitie, which flowerh from the firſt braunch of epiſcopal! ſupe. 
riority. For it the vnity of evcry Church, dependeth on the ſingu. 
laricy of preheminence in one duriage life , and that in ſuch ſort, 
as atterwardes he explayneth his .meaning, :to wit, that whereas 
there were many presbyters in one Cuty;yet there neithcr were nor 
niight be, in ſucceedinge ages downeward, fro the eApoſtles times 
any more then one Angell in a church, or one-Biſhop in an whole 
dioceſe : how can it be Cdied, that there is a generall and perpetu. 
all neceſſity of .epiſcopail ſuperiority for the -preſerration of the 
Church in vnitic? 2. Neyther will the learning of that difi1nction, 
which henow putteth betwene p-r:ſtas & modus poteft atus, free him 
from placing the like neceſſitie in the fun&ion of Biſhops , for the 
exerciſe of that lawful power( of ordination & juriſdi&ion) where- 
on the Churches perpetuitie & eutaxie or good order dependeth, 
For ( to lerpaſſe that which he ſaith ſerm. pag. 32. ) how the ſu 
perioritie of Biſhops not.onely did, bur alto doth conſiſt in that 
two fold power, no lefſe then 1n a ſingularitie of preheminence du. 
ring life : he avoucheth in plaine termes,that the power which Ti- 
mothie and Titus had for ordination and juriſdi&tion was not to 
dic with them, but to be tranſmitted ro them that ſhould ſucceed 
them in the government of the-Church . That the authoritie, yea 
the ftunRion and authority, which they had ( conſifting ſpecially 
in the.power of ordination and juriſdi&tion) was not to dye with 
their perſons but to be continued in their ſuceſſors ( ſermon. pag. 
75-79. Defence lib. 3. pag- 72. & lib. 4- pag. 84. 98. and 100), 
That the commandements and injunctions given them, to be kept 
inviolable vntil the appearing of Chriſt; were direfted to them a- 
lone and their ſucceſſors (ſerm. pag. 49. 74-) . And that the du- 
tics preſcribed for the execution of their office & authoritie, were 
to be performed by them and their ſucceſſors till the coming of 
Chriſt ( lib. 4. pag. 77.) And which is yet more he addeth, that 
their ſuccefſors were Biſhops onely, yea Dioceſan Biſhops: (ſerm. 
pag. 75- lib. 4- pag. $5.) and that, not de fatto onely, bur allo de 
ire , ( Ibid.) And that Presbyrers neither were nor could be their 
ſucceſlors. (lib. 3. pag. 73- ) and that neither are thoſe in{tru&- 
ons given in generall to presbyters; neyther doh the charge of 
thoſe affaires belong untothem. ( lb. 4. pag. 79. ) Wherefore al- 
ſo he aftirmeth , or rather from the preauſes concludeth, _ 
CPiz 4 
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iſles written to Timothy and Titus, were the very patterns and 
preſidents of the epiſcopall funRion, and purpoſely written to in- 
forme not Timothy and Titus alone, but them and their ſucceſfors 
(viz.all Biſhops)ro the worlds end, how to exerciſe their function. 
(rm, pag. 72. 73. Defence lib. 4. pag. 75. 83.) Yea and further 
Gith , that thoſe precepts, 1. Tim. 5. 19. 22. are perpetuall dire- 
Rions , which are not common eyther to other Chriſtians, or to 


+ other Miniſters; therfore peculiar to Biſhops (lib.4q.pag. 77. Thus It is ſuffi. 


have we ſcene at large the DoRors judgement, now(to lay all theſe ciently 
things togither): If the power and authoritieand ( not ſo one. Proves 

ly bur alſo ) the fanRion, which Timothy and Titus bad, was uot —_ De 
to dic with their perſons, but to be tran{mucted vnto,and continu. ,., omal 
ed in Biſhops, becanſe Biſhops and not Presbyters were their ſuc- necefliry 
ceſſors,even de mwmre and not de fatto onely ;And if for the ſame cauſe of the e- 
(a5 alſo becauſe the charge of thoſe afaires, viz. of ordination and pi!copail 
juriſdiAio belongerth notto the Presbyters,nor is comon to other LuBCLOP, 
Chriſtians or Miniſters ) the Commandements and 1njunchons 

given to Timothy and Titus, to be inviolably kept till Chrilts co- 

ming were directed vnto Biſhops onely; I would gladly heare, with 

what new diſtinRion, the DoGor (who direRly and expreſly aftir- +4, 71,4 


' meth the premiſles )ca diſcharge himſelt fro implying (or teaching himſc1t 


by neceſſarie conſequence) that the epiſcopall tunSion , was ap- cutterh 
pointed for the perpetuall uſe of the Church , and 1s neceflary to the throat 
be reteyned in all Churches till the coming of Chriſt, of his own 

His conjoyning togither Timothies fanGion and authoritie to diſtinction, 
be continued in their ſucceſſors, cutteth the throat of his diſtinGi- = = ny 
on, betwixt poreſtas & modus poteFtaris;, neither can he flic to that þ,vle = 
tarting hole, wherein he hideth his head (his heelcs atleaſt hang- hide him- 
ig our lib. 3. pag. 57. lin.ulr.) when he expoundeth his words, 11, 
i to be reteyned,, by, meet or fitt expedeent, or convement , profitable, or need- , - ,. 
full, to be yetexned. For he acknowledgeth the powre or authority it DT _ 
ſelf to be perpetually neceſſary, as an eſſcntiall or immutable ordi- the Dott, 
nance of God . (lib. 4. pag. 102.147.) Neither will it releeve him doth no- 
to ſay, as he doth, pag. 146. that Pauls dirc&ions (in his epiſites thing but 
to Tim. and Tit.) were given though primarily and dire&tly to Bj- <97tracict 
ſhops ; yer ſecondarily and by conſequence, to thoſe who (though conan 
they were no Biſhops) ſhould have the hke authoritie. For he flar- (2;;4, ;n 4 
ly ſecludeth , both the Presbyters and all other Chriltians or Minis nother. 

X ſters 


ſters from all right and title,eyther to the powre it ſelfe or the exe. 
curion thereof (lib.3. pag. 71. 72. & lib. 4. pag. 79.) And ſayth 
(ſerm, pag-79.) that it 1s much more necelar for the Churches of 
all ages yurwory - the Apoſtles;then forthe firſt Churches in their 
life cime,to have ſuch governors as Timothy, & Titus: that is,men 
furniſhed with epilcopall authority in a preheminenc degree aboye 
other Miniſters, 

2. If h: (hall retire arlaſte to his firſt and ſafeſt evaſion (ſpecially 
fitted to the queſtion of ordination withour a Bilhop(ſerm pa.gz.) 
viz. that though ſuch ordination be not regular(or lawfull ording. 
rily as he (ayth pag. 37-)according to the rules of ordinaric church 
government.yet in caſe of neceſſiry,that is,in the want of a Biſhop, 
1 is tO be allowed as effettull and 44 juſtifiable: What is this, butin 
eff-& to grant, that there is the like perpetuity and neccifity of the 
fun&ion of Bilhops,as there is,of ſundry other vrdinances of God, 
which all eſteme to be divini juris? For the copariſon which him- 
ſelf maketh (pag. 44.) berwene baptiſme adminiftred by one that 
15s no Miniſter; and ordination performed by Minilters that are no 
Biſhops, doth evidently ſhewe it, T he truth z5 ( ſaith he ) Where 1M. 
niiters may be had, none but, Miners ought to b:ptife: and Where Biſhops 
may be had, none but Biſhops ought to or 4. yn: But though neyther ought to be © 
domme yet being done: the former by other Chriſtians in want of a Mwiſter;the 

> Eter by other Mmiſters in d:fitt of a Biſhop; as the one, ſ the other alſo us of 

Pars « {burch recerumg the partie baptized into the communion of the fth« 

full;and the partie ord-yned 44 a Lawfull e Minijter.Now if this be a truth, 

The D.a- fay I, thcn there mult be a truth acknowledged alſo, in theſe cou- 

gaine ſaith cluſions that followe.. viz. That according to the rules of ordina- 

as much ys Church-government , as the right of adminiſtring bapriſine,is 

forthe Pr a peculiar prerogative of the miniſteriall fun&ion jure divino , by 

. gs ve the lawe of God; ſo codem jure, even by the ſame lawe, the right 

pall oi. of ordination is peculiar to the Biſhops . And as all Churches un- 
on, asof d;r heaven, till the comming of Chriſt to judgement , are bound , 

the funis ro ſtrive for the eſtabliſhing & reteyning of that Miniſterie,which 

af otherMi- Gqq hath authorized ro adminiſter bapriſme: ſo are all Churches 

nulters. by a like band tied ro-contend for the epiſcopall fun&ion, which 

hath right to ordeyne. And conſcquently the calling of Biſhops for 

ordeyning is a+ generally, perpetually, and immutablie neceſlarie, 

as the office of other Miniltcrs is, for the work of baptiſme,1 = 

nat, 
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7b, 2. $, Here. ry wit Fs of tE » 9. 
that, in the D. opinion, there is as perpetuall and immutable a ne- 
ceſlitic of the epiſcopal fun&tion for the ordering of every Churchz 
as there is ( in the opinio of many very judicious divines) of wine, 
for the holy and pure adminiltration of the Lords ſupper. For 
whereas he allowerh nor of any other forme of Church-govcrne- 
ment , then by Biſhops, unleſle in caſe of neceſſity, where oxthodo- 
xall Biſhops cannot be had, and char, becauſc any government 


' whatſoever is berter then none ar all: (ſcrm. pag. 97: )In the like 


neceſlity, where wine cannot be had, they judge 1t better to take in 
{t:ad of wine, water, or any other kinde of drinke yſuall in ſuch 

laces; then wholly to neglect the Lords (acrament, or co maime 
it by an halfe adminiſtration, 1n one onely element. ( ſee Polani 
Syntag. Col. 3213.)Wherfore as their allowace of a changein the * 
outward elemet of the Lords ſupper, being l,mitred ro ſuch an ex- 
traordinarie caſe , doth rather ſupport, then contradie their aſlcr- 
tion, which hold the ule of wine, to be divini juris; thereby imply- 
ing, that the Church hath nor liberrie , to refuſe wine, or to pre- 
ferre any other element before it: ) the D.his excuſing other refor- 
med Churches for entcrteyning a Presbyter:;all ariſtocracie,in ſtead 
of an epiſcopall Monarchie , onely in ſuch a caſe of neceſſity, as he 
pretendeth z might give his Refuter juſt occaſion to think(though 
he affirmed no ſuch martet ) that he held the epiſcopall governmi&t 
to be divini juris, thereby intending that all Churches are bound «> Oy 
to preferre it aſwell in their indeavours , as in their judgement, be- = wr 4 
fore any other forme of government whatſoever, & Deion 

But there is an higher pitch of the neceſſity of this fun&ion, as 1ib.4.pag. 

may appeare by ſome words that ſlipped from the D. in the pen- 192-146, 
ning of his ſermon, pag. 79. to wit:, that, the furttion and authoricy I*** and 
Which T mothy and T 119 bad, 4s being aſſigned to certryne churches, is or- 167. 
dnary , and perpetuAlly neceſſary, not onely fir the velbeing but al(s for the ve- The D.did 
ry beang of the viſible Churches . For from hence,it followeth by good hold the &. 
conſequence , ( as his Refuter rightly gathererh anſwer. pag. 145 P'\<P?1 
and 138. ) that ſeing(in his judgment), the fun&ion and authori- RN | 
tic which they had, was epiſcopall and dioceſan, fuch as ours is j, —— 
now; therefore alſo in his judgement, the epi{copall power, or g0- ry tor the 
rernment of Dioceſan Biſhops , is perperually necefſary for the ve- v<ry being 
ry being of the viſible Churches. Now herewith the Door 9 me 


is tughly offended, and chargeth him _ walice, Want of m_—_, —_ 
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The Do, 
plaierh faſt 
and loole, 
ticth &yn- 
ticth : bur 
every one 
may lee 
the lletghr, 
ro his 


tame, 


The DoR. 
15 guilty cf 
chat ampul- 
tation, 
which he 
profefieth 


to abhotr. 


TheD. in 
Sl keli- 
hooT beh- 
eth hrs 
oWwne kart, 


E1b. 2, Prjhops tualt with the Doct. '« x 
and With ignorant miſtaking, or Wilfull depraving ef his ſayings, and that 4. | 
gairſt ſcnſe (6b. 4. p4g- 146. 148 .& 167.) A great charge in deed, but , 
how doth he avorde the conſequence objected? -tor (ooth, to ex. | 
plaine his meaning, he diſmembreth his owne ſpeach, & cutteth | 
aſundcr the knot which with his own tongue and pen,he had knir: WM 
for whereas before he ſpake jointly, ( as of one thing expreſſed by | 
two words) of their fin.thon and anthority that it was ordinarie and 
perpetually neceflarie , now (to fhew his $kill in playing faſt and , 
looſe at his pleaſure he ſaith(pag. 100.and 147.)be meant that thei | 
fenttion Was ordinarie , and their autheritie vas perpetually neceſſary. 
But as ſlippery as hc is, his Refuter will not ſuffer him thus to ſlip | 
his neck out of rhe coller; all his wit and lcarning can neyther un. | 
looſe nor cur a ſunder, that chayne which bindeth him to agroſſe MW | 
abſurdity. His wordes ( (erm. pag. 79 ) are theſe, The firm es | 

| 

i 

{ 

{ 


authoruie which T wmcthy and T #tus had , as berng aſſigned to certeine Chu - 
ches , viz. of Epheſus and (reete , (conſiſtmg fpecually tn the power of ordi- 
wation and wriſdiition ) Was not to end with theer perſons , but to be continu- 
ed in ther (ſucceſſors : as beg ordinary and perpetually neceſſary ; not only 
for the wellbeinge, but alſo for the very bewige of the ſible Churches, Yt the 
Door had meant ſo to divide the later parte of his fpeach (as he ,, 
woulde now perſwade)what meant he,not to diſcover his meaning 
plainely? It had bin eaſy for tum, to have difioyned their funion 
from their authority, in his whole ſpeach on this manner , q. d. 
But neyther was the fun&tion which Tim. and Tit. had at Epheſus 
andin Crete,toende with their perſons, as being ordinary: neyther 
was their authority ro dye with them,as being perpetually neceſſa- 
ry &c.Therefore had he ſo ment in deed and truth, as he now pro- ' 
tcfſeth, ſince there wanred not skill; there muſt needs be in him 2 t 
wante of will, to fpeake plainely vnto the capacity of his reader; 
fo that he ſtandeth here guilty of that foul imputation which 
elſewhere he profeſſeth ro abhorre ( lib. 2. pag. 52. ) viz. adeſyre , 
and intent of dazeling the cies of the ſimple, I might ſay, the cies Ml 't 
of all even the moſte judicious, as all maye ſce that reade with 2 
ſingle eie, and weigh with an upright hand what he hath written . c 
Burt ( ro ſpeake what I think) he rather belieth his owne heart in | 
ſaying now, that he then meant that, which he never dreamt of, t 
till he had fet his witts a work, to finde out ſome flie evaſion, to 2- : 
voyde(ifie yere polfible)thar perpetual! neceſſity, which his ay" 
oc 


* hb. 2. 
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Fuittion and anthoritte. ap. 5. 
doecqually rhrowe vpon the fun&ion of Timothy and Titus, aſwell 
43 on their authority. For 1, zf he had caſt but onecic vpon the 
propoſiti6 of that brave ſyllogiſmne, wherevnro the former ſentEce 
is fitted as the aſlumption, he might have obſerved that the wo rd 
wthority is ſuperfiuous, &idlic inſerted #1 the later;ſeing it 1s wholly 
omitted in the former, The propolicion of his argument is this , 
The ſuppoſed ay qr furfton (he faith notevangclifticall funttio 
and authority; but evangcl: function) of T morthy and Trims, Was 19 
md wa h therr perſons, and edmitted no ſucceſſion. berg both extraordina) y 
and temporary. Wherefore, to make the afſumpr1on ſurable to this 
propolicion, he ſhould have ſayd (nor as he then did, and till doth, 
the funRion aud authority, but) the funRion which they had as 
being aſſigned to certeine Churches, was not to er.de with thcirc 
perſons, but to be continued in thetr ſucceftors, And the the words 
following muſt of neceſlity be carried alſoto their fun&on onely. 
q. 4. their fun&ion was not toend with their perſons, becauſcir 
was both ordinary and perpetually neceſſary &c . And vnlcle he 
will yeeld to this conſiruction of his aflumprion(T meane.cither to 
blot our the word authorey, or atleaft ro acknowledge that he uſerh 
thoſe two words ( funttio «nd authority ) as ſynonima , to exprefſe _ 
one onely thing, to wit, their office or funon) be will be infor. If the D. 
ced ro lye downe nndcr this foul imputation alſo, viz.that he doth = 1 hes 
ſophiſticate, and by foure termes in ſtead of three, utterly marrcth },. 11. mn. 
the frame of his ſuppoſed blameleſſe (yllogiſme . into ano. 

2. Moreover, if he will vouchſafe to peruſe his Defenſe ( lib. 4. ther ev1ll, 
pag. 97 98. ) he may perccive , that as his purpoſe was by a newe 
ſupply of arguments ( as he ſaith ) ro prove that Timothy and Ti- 
tus were Biſhops : ſo his maine argumenr there ſet downe conclu- 
d:th , the very funRion of Timothy and Titus to be ordrnarie and 
epiſcopall, becauſe it was not extraordinarie and Evangclicall. For 
although (ro conforme his firſt argument to his prolyllogiſines 


36s 


that follow) he coupleth funRion and authoritic together: yet the 


frame of his words doe ſhewe, that by both termes he undcerſtan. 
doth one thing onely,to wit,their proper funCion or oftice, which 
was, as he confeſſeth, the onely thing now in queſtion. O- 
therwiſe , having ſayd in the propoſition, that their fun&ion and 
authoritie was eyther extraordinary and evanechiſticall, or ordina- 
tic and epiſcopall, he would never have ſer downe the aſſumption 

| X 3 and 


Neither 
grammer 
nor 1-gick 


the D.dil- 
junction, 


The D.fal- 


fneth the 


queſtion 


the beg- 
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and concluſion, ſo as he doth . Bur it Was not extraordinery and ev3.. 


gelicall, therfore ordinary and ep;ſcopail, For neither grammer nor 10. 


gick will permit him vnder this one word (i ) to comprehend two 
things ſo diſtin&;as he nowe taketh funRion and authoritie to be, 


will indure when he affirmeth the one,& denicth the other to be perpetuallye 


neceſlarie. 

3. But if he willneeds begin with that difiunRion, with which 
he endeth; he ſhall fall into a twofolde abſurdity, which he cannot 
avoid, viz. an untoward laying downe of the queſtion , in the be. 
ginning; and a ſhameleſle begging of the queſtion in the end, For 
neyther doe they hold the function onely of Timothy andTicus to 
be ordinarie,or their authoritie onely to be epiſcopall:neyther doe 
the Diſciplinarians teach their fun&ion onely to beextraordinary, 
and their authoritie onely ro be evangelicall: but rather affirme, 
their fun&tion to be both extraordmarie and evangelicall; as in the 
propoſition of his firſt ſyllogiſme he confeſſerh.. And as for their 
authoritie vnderftanding thereby ( as the DoRor doth ) nothing 
elſe but a power to ordeyne and to exerciſe a publik ſpirituall juril- 
dicion : they doe no where affirnie it ro be eythcr extraordinarie 
or proper to an Evangeliſt. Yea the DoGtor acknowledgeth (pag. 
84. and 100. ) that lis Refuter graunteth,that others were to ſuc- 
eced Timothy and Titus in the authoritie which they had; but not 
in their office; and that their authoritie ( though not their tun&i- 
on ) was perpetually neceſſarie. Wherefore if he take not authori. 
ty and function, for one and the ſame thing, or at leaſt reſtreyne 
authoritie to that peculiar power, which diltinguiſheth their func- 
tion tro all other miniſteriall callings; he hath apparantly falſified 
the ſtate of the queſto, And(web 1s worſe )in the winding up of his 


{tare ot the diſpute,bewrayeth the extreame beggerie of his cauſe;whe he pro- 


veth their functio ro be ord;nane, becauſe it was ordinarie. For the 


The Dot. concluſio of his firſt (yllogiſm (p.98.)affirmeth the fun&ion of Ti- 
mothy and Titus 80 be ordmerie; his medius terminus to prove it, is 4 


this.7t Was not extraordinarywhich to confirm, he ſaith,that their func- 

tion Was not 20 ende with their perſons but to be continued im their ſucce(ſors 

a'id therefore was notextraordinary. And to prove the Anteceder, 

he argueth thus, T beir finttion Was ordmary; and therefore Was rot to 

ene with th:ar perſons. So thathis whole reaſoning-commeth to this 

iſſue, T hur funttion was ordmary, and therefore s Was or diary. Tow 
me 
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mende all theſe defaultes,fince it is apparant that in his maine con- 
dufion, be affirmeth their fun&tion to be both ordinary and epsſcopell, 

25 before I ſhewed the word avthoruy to be ſuperflous , {o ir tol- 

loweth fro thinges before delivered, that the word, ordinary, in that 
proſyllogiſme, which he laieth downe pag. 99.& 100. (ſo as he re- 

ceived it from his Refuter, )is alſo ſuperfluous and fir to be expuns 

ged; that the {yllogiſm may run currant in this manner 

That funit:on Which is perpetu. lly neceſſary,not onely for the wel. being but 
a for the very bew'ge of the viſible Chu cbes, Was 1:4 20 ende Wwwth the perſous 
f I's nothy ad T uns, but to be continued wn their ſuc ceſſors. 

But the far tbron which they bad, wvke they Were « ſſigned 10 cer teme thurcke, 
 perpetully neceſſary , not onely for the well-l emmgez but alſo for the very being 
of the viſible (bunches. 

T berefore, the fin.tFion which they had, being {6 aſſigned, Was not to ende 
with thei- perſons, but to be contwined wn their ſucceſſors, 

Wheretore the Refuter hath not wronged the Doc.in charging The refur, 
him to aſfirme that the cpiſcopall power or funRion is perperually wrongerh 
neceſſary, not onely for che well being,. but for the very being of 9 the D, 
the viſible Churches, The D. rather hath wronged himſelf,in thar bur the Dy 


whiles he laboureth to avvide the rocke of this one ablurdity, he Noogeen 
, 


throweth himſelf inco the gulfe of many others. And to him, more when to 2. 


firly agreeth, thar which without cauſc he ſaith of his Refuter (pa. void one 
99.)be royes and raves as men uſc ro doezwho being at a non-plus, abſurdity, 
yould faine (ceme to an[were ſomewhat. he throw- 
To conclude then this pointe, ſcing the dire&ion of the Holy. ps hieulelf 
Ghoſt ( who guided the Apoſtles in the execution of their fungi. Yb 
on) doth as {trongly conclude every jus apoſtoliczm to be jus divinums SeR.7, 
25 it doth everie ordinance apoſtolicall, to be a divine ordinance: 
and the perperuitie of divine ordinances or precepts, dependeth 
not on the authoririe of the perſon, from whom they proceed im- 
mediately(whether from God, or holy men authorized from God) 
but ypon the perpetuity of the cauſes or grounds that give ſtrength 
therevnto : ſcinge the DoQor acknowledgeth the ſuperiority and 
fun&ion of Bilhops to be(not onely adivine ordinance in regard of 
the firſt inſticution, bur alſs) ſuch an ordinance, 3s is neceſſary ts 
be reteyned for the ſame cauſe (viz. the avoydinge of ſchiſmes) for 
vhich it was firſt inſtiruted: yea ſuch an ordinance,as on which the 
vaity perpetuity and cutaxy of every Church dependeth: ſcing alſo 
he 


he affirmeth that the perperuall direQions and commandementeg 
given to Timothy and Titus for ordination and jurildiRtion,arenor 
common to other Miniſters or Presbyters, but peculiar to Biſhops, 
as being their ſucceſſors, not oncly de fatto but alſo de jure, and that 
the Churches of ſucceeding ages , have much more need of men 
furniſhed with epiſcopall authority to governe them, then thok 
Churches that were firſt planted by the Apoſtles: And (eing he doth 
fo farre grace our owne Biſhops , that he ſayth they are authorized W | 
to the exerciſe of their jurildiQio jure Apoſtolicez & urgeth the con. | 
cience of his hearers both ro acknowledge their fun&tion, and too. 

bey their authority, as an holy ordinance of God : Laſtly, ſeinghe Ml 3} 
did in his (erm. avouch(though now he ditclaimeth it in the dcteſe 
ethcreof ) the epiſcopall fun&ion to be perpetually neceſſary, even 
for the very beinge (and not for the well-orderirg oncly)ot the vi. 
fible Ch;&he ſtil mamreineth their funRis to be no kcfle neceſſary, 
for the ordeyning of Miniſters, the the office of Miniſters is,for the 
baptizing of otherChrili13 diſciples:(ſeing I ſay,theſe things are ſo 
evident &apparant truth,that none of them can be denied )it is no 
lee apparant that the D.ſtryveth in vaine,to quench the light that 
ſhineth ro his c6ſcience, when he indeavoureth to perſwade that he 
mainteineth not the epiſcopall funRion to be ſuch a divine ordi. 
nanceas is jw1is divms,or of generall & perperuall uſe for the church» 
cs of Chriſt. For the reader may eaſely perceyve,that it were caſy for 
us by ſundry ſyllogiſmes (that would carry good conſequence and 
cleare evidence of truth with them) to confirme even fro his owne 
words, that which I now aftirme to be the ſtare of the queſtion;but 
T will content my ſelf to uſe one or two at this time onely;and thus 
I reaſon; 

T be 'piſcopall funfFim ( ſuch as ours is at this dry) wn their opmion Which 
hol4 it to be of d&ume inſt1tution, muſt needs be reputed, -yther ſuch an extra- 
ord mary and temporarie office, as that of the Apoſi ls Prophets and Evange- 
bites, ſp: crally appeinted for the firſt plenting ard eſt «bliſhing of the (hurcha 
or ſuch an ordinary and perpetual funttion as that of T eachirg Elders or Mi- 
wiſters of the Word and Sacraments, fitted for the generall uſe of all (hurchs 
to the wordes end, ar at liaft, ſach an office as was f neceſſ.y uſe onely fir tie 
temes of perſecution, and 1 Want of a ('riſtian M1. giſtace, as ſome bae 
eftemed th: goverringe Elders to be, 


But m the Dottors epinuo,Wvbo boldeth the eprſcopall fanttion (fuck 4: 01 
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T herefore thi epiſcopull fanttion (ſacl as ders is 6, this dey) in the D #- 
pinion , who holdeth it to be of divine inftitution; i ſuch an ordunarse & per- 
; prinell funfion as is the funttis of reaching Elders or Mmiſters of the wordg 
ſcramits,firted for the genevall uſe of chat the wwids end. Or thus, 
Wha ſorver fortbion wal _ roars 0970 pe yon law- 
he and the ” e) erbytravy'and «ti pleaſure (burch & 
ole Ki itrate to nents I Ys 2a en. 6, ett 


| weceſfary 7 

TA x 3 the epiſcopall funihov , in the D. opinion, was once of drone inflitu= 
7 liow , and fill remayneth Lavfull and good, «nd nor arbitrary and at the plea- 
tc WM for of Church and « Magiftrate, to recerue er refuſe. 

o WM Tihrrefore (in the Doftor: opinion) it is generally perpetually and immute- 


we ie. 
And _y , the maine doarine of the DoR. ſermon, which 
he WY he raiſcth from his text, and ſet downe in theſe words. T be ep:ſco- 
i. Wl pellfunition us of pup areagmrhry ene —_— 
: Bys. us as beving drvine both iniFieutro + ap 6,m 

ths 6 .d. the fun&io of Biſhops, ſuch as ours are, at 
4 I this day,(viz.Dioceſi &ſole rulingBb.)is ſuch an apoitolical or di- 
vine ordinance , as may be called divinum jus (Gods lawe ) as be- 
ing of generall and perpetuall uſe for the Churches of Chrilt . 


not onely touching the uitie of this office;bur alſo touching 
the firſt originall thereof, eſteeming it co be of hamane and not 
; WW oFdivincinſtitution: yea, ſcing we deny the funRion , nor onely 
of ſole-ruling Biſhops, bur alſo of D:oceſan & Provincial Biſhops, 

ifced up in degree of office and miniſtery above other Miniſters, 
"3" to be of divine or Apoftolicall inſtitution : I will therefore 
joyne iſſue with the D in his owne termes, and(2s reſpondent 
; WW "this queſtion) Nande to mainteine the contrary aſſeryions, ſz. 
* IF thatthe funRion of Biſhops ſuch as ours are, ( viz. as himſelfex- 
'* IJ plaineth his ownemeaninge ſerm. pag. 5 2.) Dioceſan and provyiciall 
Bibops, ſugeriour u degree co orber —_— bavnrg 4 ſogdeity of pre- 
$27.08 


8 Notwithſtanding becauſe we differ in judgement from the D. $e@. x, 
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. beminence for-terme of lift; and aprereleſſe power beth of 0r d114tion and ju) 
drthon..) p_ Ky apoſtolicall,vor of erent le mrany _ 
And furſt, becauſe he boaſteth, that he hath proved his aſſertion 
from'the.cext, which he hangled: 1 will take liberty to follow him, 
in his rovings at random;and.to drawetogither-iato one continu. 
cd tra&, whartſocver he hath-in any parte of his ſermon or defenk 
thereof, chat carrieth any colour of argumet, to jultify the do&rine, 
.which he:pretendeth, to have drawne from the true and natural 
explication of higtextzthar his Refuters cenſure may appeareto be 
true, when he ſaith (anſw..pag. 4.) that his text yeildeth nothing 
ro prove his kinde of Biſhopgzaor to ſhewe.any ſuch quality of theie 
fun&ion as he imagineth.. , The which being done, I will in the ſe. 
cond parte, 1. Examine all other reſtimogies,or arguments, which 
ke draweth trom the Scriptures;to juſtify his aſſertion,that all men 
may ſee, it caonor þea divine ordinance, fince.it hath-no founds- 
tion in the word of God.. a. Though that firſtpoinr of his 5. con- 
ccrning the Elders, be (as bath. biu,proved ro this queſtion imper- 
tinent, yet will I take the like courſe with him therein, 3 and l:ſlly 

though he caſteth of all the teftimonies of the new divines 
either as incompetent being parties ( as he faith) 
or as iiſalledged. by him; I will. prove 
them. both. trucly and rightly 
alledged, and as compe- 
tent as any he 
bringeth. 


* 
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271 THE THIRD BOOKE.- 
{ ' Chap. 1. Conteyning an anſwere to the third Chay, 
of the Dottors 2. booke,wherein he laboureth 
(but in vayne)to mainteyne the firſt ar- 
 gument in his ſermon, Viz, 
That the ſeven Churhes of Aſia (whereof hu text 
ſpeaketh) were Dyoceſes. 


Ec are nowe at the lengrh come to ſee, how ar- 
tificially and ſoundly.he colle&eth from hisrexr, SeRt.r. 
| the Do&rine which he principally infiſteth on , 


1 viz.T hat the finttion or c.illmg of ds:ceſan Brſhops(ſuch 
# 0nr1 are) 18 of Dive infinuton,. He ſaith(pag.94. of his ſermon, ) 
i i5 proved by the explication of his text, which ftandeth in this aſ« 
ſertion; thar the Biſhops here meant by angels ,were ſuch Biſhops 
&or the ſubſtance of their calling)as ours are. His argument there- 
tore in an Enthymem runneth' thus; The Brſhips megnt by angels, A- 
p46: 1, 20. frere ſuch Biſhops #5 ours ave © 1 T berfore the fidrttion of Biſbops, 


- 


' fot a6 ur 3 92,44 of drowge mnſtetation.; Endina playne ſyllogiſme (ac- 


cording ro thecourſe of his owne reaſoning, Det: lib 4. p. 2.& 3. 
thus: T be ſunition of ſuch a1.are meant by the angels, Apor. t. 29, ts of di- 
vie inſtitution. ry la ſuth-as ours be remeant by the engels, Apoc, 1.26. 

; J berefore the ſunttion of ſuch Biſhvps as ours be, 1s of drome ſt iturion. 

; Here I willingly ſubſcribe to the propoſition, becauſe the name 
of angels & Starres holden in Chyiſtsright bay a, doth. argue his ſending 
and approbation : but I flatly deny the Aſſumprion, 6r Anteceder 
of his Enthimem, as having no foandation in} hts text,nor any one 
ſound reaſon,either in his (ermo,or in the defenſe thereof,to make 
i good, For though he-will at no hand indure to heater, of any ſola 


. power of rule, eyther tor ordinatioror juriſdiction inBilhops; yer 


ſince I have proved that'our Bps. are folc-rulivg Biſhops, and that: 
he doth vndcrhand give ſuch a power vnro them (and that, s4re a= 
pito'ico) if he will ſtrongly conclude, the Biſhops meant by Angels. 
Apoc. 1. 20, tobe ſuch Biſhops as ours arc; h: mult clearly prove 
(which he can never doe,nor as yetever attempred todve)that the 
Biihops meant by Angels, Apoc, 1- 29, wereſolc-ruling Bilhops. . 
Y 2 Bue 


$:R.c. 


LID, t. FO 1nge uo D. Bijt . Clip. r. 
But that his owne conſcience may be the berter convinced, of the 
weaknes of his reafoninge, and of his tee the text which he 
haadlerh;heis to be put in minde,that bimſclf (erm, pag.52.53.) 
doth thus vnfolde the ſubſtantiall partes. of the callinge of out Bj. 
ſhops,to wit, that they are Divceſan and ena Biſhops ſeperiear i de. 
ree to other Minit ers, having « ſingu 
£ , and a peerelefſe p1wer both of ordination and juriſdiftion,. For hence it 
olloweth, that f he have not proved the Biſhops ment by Angels 
in his text, to be 1. ſome atthem provinciall and and other ſome 
dioccſan Biſhops. 2.8 all of them to be ſuperior in degree to otker 
Miniſters. 3. as having {ingularity of preheminence duringe life, 
and 4. a peercicfle power of ordination,'y. and of joriſdiQrou: (i l 
ſay theſe particulars be nor ſufficiently fortified), then ir followerh 
that he hath left naked, the main poine which he ſhould have cofir» 
med;namely,thar the Buſhops here meant by Angels, were ſuch Bps, 
for the ſubſtance of their calling as ours are. Now it is apparant &@ 
all char peruſe his ſermon and che defenſe thereof, that he never in- 
deavourcth to prove any one of thoſe Angels mencioncd in his text 
to be a provinciall Biſhop, or in the power of ordination tv have 4 


pecreleſſc preheminence above others, For though he tell vs (ſcrm.. . 


ty of prebemmence, for terme of 


pag-.18.) that ſome of the 7.Churches were morher cities and(del. 


kb. 2. pag. $3.) thar ſome of the ſuceceding Biſhops were Metro- 
politanes : yer all his ſtrength is fpent in proovinge every of :hoſe 
Churches to be a dioceſe, and conſequently their Biſhops to be dis 
occſan Biſhops. And though he ſpeak fomewhae for a pecheminent 
power of juriſdiction inthefe Angels (ferm. pag. 49.& def. l1b.3. 
pag. 135.) yer in all his diſpute of ordiaarion, he is filent of chea 
gl:ogicher, Ft remaineth then thar we examine how well hc hath 


proved the Biſhops which are called the Angels of the 7.Churches - 


to be like ynto our Biſhops in thoſe particulars. [c. that they were 
1. Dioceſan Biſhops, 2. Superior tndegree to other Miniſters. 3.28 
having a ſingularity of prehcmtnence duringe hfe : & 4.4 peercl fie 
power of jurifdi&ion or(as he expoundeth himſelfe, Def lib. 3-pag. 
335.) 2 corrcQive power over other Miniſters, 

To prove the firſt, ſe; that thoſe Angets were dioceſan Biſhops, 
that is ro ſay, inthe large extent of their authority over 2n whole 
dioceſe, like to our dioccſans; the onely argument that he harh ei- 
cher in luis ſermon or defenfe, is drawane from the forme or « oniti- 
a1yon 


ae. 


"1B. s. 4 D.Church infer reth not 4 D. Biſhop, Cap. 7, 
tution of thoſe Churches whereof they were Angels, which he per. 
emptorily affirmerh (but very weakly proveth) to be dioceſes pro- 
perly and not pariſhes; he ſhould ſay, that thoſe Churches were di- 
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onely ar- 
gument ta 


oceles, ſuch as ours are over which our Biſhops are placed; where- prove, the 
fore to conclude his parpoſe, he malt reaſon ( in an Enthymem) Angels to 


thus, 
T be 7.(burches Whereof choſe Angels were Biſhops were Ducc'ſa ſuch as 
' aps are. T berefore thoſe Angels(or the Biſhops there ment by eAngels )were 
Dioceſan Biſhops hke to our Diiceſans. | 
The Antecedent is an erronious fancy forged by the DoGor and 
bath nether reftimony nor reaſon to ſupport it, as ſhall appeare by 
& by. In the meane while, be it knowne to him, that his colequence 
alſo is to be reje&ed as weak and vnſound, And may it pleaſe him 
to reduce his Enthymeme to a pertec ſyllogiſme, he (hall ſoone 
diſccrne it; for to make a ſupply of che propoſition, which is pre- 
ſuppoſed in the conſ. quence of his reaſominge, he mult argue thus, 
T he Angells or Biſhops of ſuch Churches as are Dioveſes progerly, and u« 
pariſhes, ae Duxceſan and nos pariſkcndll Bribops, 
But the 7. (hurches in Aſ11, vers Diocrſes property, and not pariſhes 
Therefore the « Angels 6 Biſhops of theſe 7. Churches, vere dboceſin pros 
prily, and not p ariſhionall Biſhops. Ia which propoſition ſo ſupply<d, if 
there be a neceſſary truth, then nyuſt the DoRur confelle, Fa hough 
zeainſt the haire, and contrary to his former perfwaſion) that t 
Bihops of whome mencionis made Acts, 29. 28. & phil. 1.3, 
were dioceſay Biſhops; becauſe the Churches of Epheſus and Phi, 
lippi, in his opinion were properly dioccſes . And if one of our 
Bilhops may in his v/firation apply to al: the Miniſters of his dioceſe 
tho'e words of the Apoſtle As. 20.28. tha: they ſhould attende 
the whole flock &c. ( as he ſairh lib. 2. pag. 105.) then he muſt 
acknowledge all thoſe Miniſters, to be properly Dioceſan and nox 
pariſhonall Paſtors, becauſe the whole ock or Church (inſuch a 
ſeach)is properly a Dioceſe and not a parithe. Moreover by the 
like conſ-quence,he muſt acknowledge ,thar the Prophets &Teache 
ers mentioned 1. Cor. 12. 28. were for the extent of their autho« 
rity equall wich the Apoſtles; that is, all vntverſall Miniſters & none 
fixed to any particular Church or Dioceſe: becauſe che Church, 
herein God 1s ſavd ro ordeyne then: is the vntverſal Church mie 
litant, as he affiraucth lib, 1, pag-227. & lib 2. pag. 4+ Alſo that 
Y 3 Tius 


e Diocelh 


Biſhops, is 
unlound,in 
both pro- 
politons, 


ws ibis, The 5: Churches not Dioceſes. -" * Cap. x, 
Titus was properly a nationall Biſhop , 4nd nor Dioceſan or pro. 
vinciall, becauſe the Church of Crete whereof he was Bithop, was 
properlya*Nationall Church, and not a province or dioceſe; And 
thac the Biſhops of our owne Church (whoſe fun&ion he will have 
to be of divine inſtitution) are properly, nationall alſo, and not di. 
ocefan or provinciall: becauſe the Church of England u hereof they 
are Bahaps, 1s neyther dioceſe nor province, but properly a nation il, 
oranationall Church. Wherefore if the Door doth not willfully 
. ſhuthiscies againſt the light;he may ſe,that though he could prove 
thoſe, 7. Churches to be properly dioceſes; yet it willnot followe 
(as he ſuppolcth) that the Angels of thoſe Churches were proper. | 
ly dioceſan Biſhops. $@ that if he faile alſo of his hope to prove(or | 
+ather boaltin vaine of that proofe, which he profeſſcth(lib.2.pa z.) | 
to have'drawne.from his text-to ſhewe) that'the 7. Churches of 1. 
ſia were properly dioceſes; then may hefir downe in filence with 
the lofſe of his.cauſcy till he hath found out a new text (in caſe any 
other can he ftound3rogullity the funRio of our Dioceſan Biſhops. 


Ret, pa. 53. ypon the text, was { inf his-ſ&mon... pag. 17. & 18. ) propoſedto , 
D. lib. :. proveamorelarge'Concttfion (viz. that in the Apoltles times and 
Cap. 5-p38- mm the age tolowinge, the Churches whereof the Biſhops were cal- 
43. KN 3-26 Angds,-to wit, all viſibles Churches 'indowed with power of 


| 

| 

| 

| GY B65. a thy, c 

Seftion.z3, His argument which { as he ſaith ſeR. 2. cap. 3:) is grounded | 
| 

| 


etclefalticall govcrhment,were Dioceſcs propetly and nor-pariſh- 
es: )wherfore befotec we tric, how wel he-hath proved thoſe 7:chur- | 
thestodbe Diocelſcs;let-us firſt ſee how abſurdly he dealeth in ſtray- 
Hirig his rext-ro a larger extent, '1 meane to juſtify that generall c6- 
tlufion before mentioned. The words which Tay downe his argu- | 
ſent are 'theſe,, For Whereas ur Saviour Chriſt, writing to the Churches 

WAſia numtbreth but ſeven, naming the principall, and ( ſome of them )me- | 
ther-oxties of Aſia, ſauh: T hey ftarre were the angibs of thoſe churches, it 
eaererbe denicd but that the (bh: whereof they were Biſhops, Were great &« il + 
ahple caties , and not citics alone,but olfs the (ourtries adioynng. From the 
laſt wordes of which-ſentence, the retuter frameth this connexive F 
S$yllogiſme. 

, If the (hurcha of «Aſia ,to Which our Sxvwnr (brift writ were oo 


s wry, 4% ow w hos 
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adanpl ritier;, and not the cuicr alont, but 
they Were Dwceſes properly 4nd not pariflees. 


«ts he Countries adliymning; thin 
But the (burches of Aſia were ſach: therefore they 


were Dioreſes Fc. 


And addeth, that the Aſſumption lieth, pag. 18. and the conclu- 
ſion pag} 17. whereby it appeareth,that the Jaſt wordes of thepro- 
poſition which is ſupplied, ( viz. then they were-Dioceſes properly 
and not pariſhes)muſt not be reſtreyned to the'7: Churctics 6f Aſra 
+ onely ; but rather underſtood of all the vitble/ Churches which 


were inthe world atthat time, a the age following : as the 
wordes of his concluſion before ed doe ſhewe, - * 
Notwithſtanding becauſe rhe refter rejeQeth the conſequence 
of the propoſition and faith, it 1s reaght, the DoRor finding him- 
ſelfe vnable to make it good , dilgorgeth his flomach againſt his The D.vn- 
Refurer : and thinking to make his logick naught, askerh(pag. 43, 2Þ1e to 
ſeR: 3.) of be 0annot ffame'« Syllogime With hope ts anſwere it, wnthſſe the _ good 
propoſitzon have a conſequence Which be may deny , and ( asit he were a an or 
Puny that had not learned the groundes of logick) inmreateth him «th tg 
ther, the Propoſition may be ſimple , and afterwirus charging Him not4@ make his 
know what the hypotheſis or thing ſappoſed wa connexuve Jy i5,taketh Ref. logick 
vypon him Magiſtraliter to teach him low ro knowir, and willeth-him 22ught, 
| ta difþoſe his connexive propoſition into an Enthymems, and giveth him tb 
witt, that what part is wanting 1s make vp'4 fyllogiſm, the fame is prt- 
ſuppoſed as the bypotheſis Whereon the conſiqaence 1s grounded: and (o go- 
eh on along im inſtruing his Refurer in logicall pointes: wheze 
I leave him, And. on the Refuters bchalte 1 anſwere; r. that . 
though he is not perhapps ſo great alogician as Miſter Door; 
yet he is.not ignora:1t how to reduce an Enthymem into a ſimple 
Syllogifme, he-hath often done ie before: the Door drewe hit 
into his. ſchoole , as the reader may ſee'in his anſwere+pap.' 9. 
29. 70.73.109. 139-145:154-155. & 156; and fo hath proved TheD. z 
him to be a falſe witnes,, in ſaying as he doth; ( pag. 44- arg flſe wit. 
45--) that he. kroweth not What 5; the bypotheſis , or-thing preſuppoſee "5+ 
' 13 a connexive propoſed in a connexrve propeſinon; and that, be\muſt 1h- 
lezyn that, art ( of he vill not be counted a T rifler)of fling ug 'all argument s 
140 4 comrncxrve fyllogiſme , that he may hate a conſtquente to C4vl with, 
2. but doth not the D. himlelt trame many conowtre SyNlogiſmes in 
| | this. 
* 6 
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in the reſt of his bookes many athersmay be fonnd; beſides ſun. 
dry Enthymemes which he leaveth void of that ſupply,that ſhould 
. reduce to a perfet qllogiin, Wherefore it his Refurer be worthy 
ſoofcto be reproved ( as he is by the Dodtor lib. 1. pag: 10g, & 
146. and here, cralibi paſſim)for his connexive Syllogiſmes, how. 
ever another,might doe jt; yertTI may here tell the D. it becometh 
not him to doeit-; Turpe eſt Docori cum culpa redarguit ipſum, 
But had the Door made nagg, yet the uſe of ſuch Syllogilmes is 
common , both with Divinand Logicians of good account 
Doth not Ariltorle. ofren uſe hem? See Prior. lib, 1. cap. 40. & 
lib.2. cap. 2.Arethey not by good Logicians commended as moſt 
firme&apt,both for confirmatis of truth, &cdfuratio of ecrrour?To 
paſſe by Polanus.Log.1.1.p.92; Let the D. read that worthy Sadeel 
( Tit. de verbo Dei ſcripto &c. cap. 2.and 3. Vſcth he not in his 
realoning there both katarkevaſtices & enaikevaſtices ten connexives 
for one ſample? And doth he nor juſtify that his courſe of reaſon- 
ing to be very properand fit for Theologicall diſpurations, & that 
by the praRtiſe both of auncient writers and ſchoolemen ? I take 
him to be a man not much infcrior to the DoR, in the Art of rea- 


ſoning; but if he diſdeynethe compariſon, Ihope the Apoſtle Paul / 


was no wayes inferiour tohim:. let him ſee whether he confirmeth 
not this courſe. 1,Cor, 15-12. Gal.z. 18. &c, Yea let the Reader 
remember how our bleſſed Saviour Chriſt,the Prince of Logicians 
often victh them. Toh. 5. 46. & 8.39. 40.55. and 15. 19. 22, 
24? LertheD. therefore ſaye what he will, it is no diſgrace to the 
Refurer,with them that are wiſe and unpartiall. to have uſed them, 
3- Moreover ſince the DoQor will needes read to his Refuter a1lo- 
ickleure, to reach him how to reduce every Enthymem intoa 
umple ſyllogiſme, how happeneth ir that he giveth him no direQ- 
on , how to knowe vnto which of the premiſſes , every thing pre- 
4uppoſed in the conſequence, muſt be referred? eſperiaily when 
more affertions then one,mult be ſupplied, as it is in the argument * 
, which himſelf hath framed, ſe&.2. pag. 42. 4. But ( to ſtandno 
Jonger in anſwering him according to his fooliſhnes herein) know 
he; his Refater whom he yndertaketh ro teache , hath learning e- 
nough to diſcerne ( as in many other parts of his defenſe, ſo even) 
in his mainteyning this argument that he ſcarce nt ko 
reduce 
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2 Wr ches mot ample crates, ap. Ie 
reduce ſome of his owne Enthymems or hypothericall arguments 
into ſimple ſylogiſmes. For if he will drawe the words wherein his 
Argument herh,eo conclude the queſtion which here he propoſerh 
to be debated; his Enthymeme muſt be this, T he'7. (hurches whoſe 
Biſhops are called angels, vApoc. 1. 29, Were great and ample cuties; ma not 
cities onely but aljo th: countryes ad; ryming. T berefore 3n the age tellowwge 
the nſible ('hurches indewed With power of eceleſi>ſtical $overnment, Were 


} Dc ſes properly and net pariſhes. Now who ſeeth not the conſequence 


of t1is Enrhyin{m to be naught, and that for the reaſons which the 
Refarer yeeldeth? 1. Becauſe ir preſuppoſeth (that which is not 
true, 10 wit) chat all Churches.in the world at that time,were ſuch 
as thoſe 7. that, is great and ampl: cirizs, &c. 2. becaulc it doth not 
appzare ( neyther 1+ it true)that every of.rhoſe Churches was divi- 
ded into diverſe (everall ordinary aſſemblies &c. Of the later wee 
ſhall ſpcake anone, Let vs now ſe how he wipeth away the for- 
mer, 


T be propyſiton (or conſequence) Gith he (pag. 45 .) es {o farr from Set.4.Rcf, 


preſuppoſing all the Churches in th: World to be great and ample cu165 that, pag. 


it 43h not ſo much as preſuppoſe thoſe 7. in eAſ4, to be ſuch . T hat, is pre- D.pag.45s 


ſupp ſed in the propoſition; but is aſſumed , or affirmed m the Aſſumption, lib.z, 


* Here firſt ler jt be obſerved, that the DoRor aflumeth or attirmeth þ gat con. 
inthe aſſumption of his argument, char thoſe 7. churches in Aſia, eradictioa 
were great and ample cirics; the falſhood whereof is (o apparant to inthe D. 


his owne confcicnce,that within a fewe lines afrer,(ſcz.16.0r 17.) 
hz denicth ir againe, and faith it was ſpoken onely concerning 5. 
ot thoſe Churches . But 2, to diſpute the point in hand, what will 
the Door anſyere to his refuter ( whom he maketh ſo 1gnorant 
1n the groundes of logick)it he ſhould argne with him in this man- 
ner? fu every Enthymens What ſoever xs not affirmed in the Antecedent,c5- 
jet ©s neceſſary und:1ſtood to make good the concluſion, * the ſame is preſup- 
prſed ( or taken for granted, ) m the conſequence ef the eronment., But im the 


Doitirs Embymem before ſet d:wwe to mak; gaod the (onclr ſtor, thus afſer- 


tn that all churches wm the World vere at that time ſuch as thoſe. 7.to Wit, 
greate and ample (ities i neceſſarily vnderſtoode, but not affirmed mthe An 
recedent,, Wherefore the [ame AJcrtion 1s preſappoſed (or taken for granted) 
11 the emſequence of the argument. And if in the conſcquence of the 
argument, then, inthe conſequence of the propoſitio, which com- 


prehendeth both the Anteced<nt, & concluſion ct the Enthymem. 
þ 4 Till 


= irht- ; s, Wor att Treat Cities Ofc. ap. I, 
Till his anſwere be heard here vnro, ic ſhall not be amiſſe to peruſe, 
what he hath already anſwered to the objetion, which himielf fra- 
meth, viz. T hat what he ſaith of the 7. (hurche,he Would have vr derfiood 
of all cther Churches, and therefore preſuppoſerh, what his Retuter 
objc&:th. Firlt, he granteth vr « preſuppoſed #n bis argumentation; but 
not 8a big propoſition. Then he addeth, tht as in other pl1ces be i nee to be 
A filly blamed fo. eoncladin; from other Churches to theſe 7: [6 neythey here fer cons 
thiicc &2n 1,4 o from theſ” 7. to all others, &c, The former 1s a fil- 
Wc qa! cl ly th TA and tlic later an idle quarrell, 1, True it is, the DoR. hath 
ot che 23. | 
added to the aſlumprtion in hts argum-.ntarion (as he hath framed 
it pag. 42. ) that which his refuter rcterred, to the conſequence of 
the propolition of his conn2xive Syllogiſme: but how will he juſti- 
fy his new preluppoſition? viz. that his Refurer erred in r. ferring 
to the conicquence of his propoſition, that which the DoR. hath 
now added ro the aſſumption of his new torged Syllogifme? And 
2. to what purpolc doth he tell us, he1is not to be blamed for con- 
cluding t-0.n rheſe 7. churches to all others? ſince that which his 
Returcr blameth in him, 1s not his ſo concluding : but his preſup- 
poſing an untruth ( for the infercing of his concluſion ) viz. that 
all ch: Churches in rhe world were (at that time when Iohn wrote 
The D.can his rcyclation) great and ample cities. &c. Neyther 3. can he ſalve 
not ſalve his creditt, by denying that he is herein blimetrortby ; for 1. that he 
$15 credit, nreſuppoleth thus much, he cannot deny, ſeing in his ſermon, he 
did afhrne thoſe 7. Churches ro be great and ample cities; and 
now he bluſhech nor ro ayvouch,that what is verihed of theſe 7. the 
ſame may be truely atfirmed of the reſt. And-(ince in the wordes 
immediately following (hn. 24. pag. 45. ) he ſaith, that all ſhurcher 
h14 not within their exreur: great and ample cities, he muſt acknowledge 
his former preſuppoſall, to be a groſle untruth . 4. Whar rel:ctc 
then can he gaine , by appealing (as he doth) to the te{timons ot 
his Refuter to prove, that the forme and conſtitution of all the 
primicive Churches 1s one and the ſame ? for I yet hope thar pre- 
judice hath not ſo farr blinded him, but he can tre the talla y of his 
former reaſoning ( ab accidente ) when he pr: ſuppoſeth all ©rher 
Th-Do&. Church. s to be great and: ample ci:ies like as he ſaid , thoſe 7, in 
rcaſoa11s x Aſia wer: ; vecauſe the forine and conſtitution cf all Chur. hes 1 
fallact: of one and the ſame 2 Where forc he rageth withour reaſon , in rcjc+ 
= acct- ing (pag. 47. that reaſon which his Refurer yeelded for the de- 
—_ nyall of his conſequence, viz. that thoigh ut were granted, that thoſe 7+ 
were 
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Fere gret and ample (ua and the Countrics adjvyninge, yet their might be 
dieſe other (a4 that of Cenchrea Rom. 16. ) Which were |mall and bounded 
within the waller of ſome ſmall T owne. See you nt, ſauh the D. how be jecks 
eth about for ſtarting boles? What if there Were o1he ſmall Churches? What is 
that to this conſequence? ff theſe (h:contriued each of thems not onely the C ty 
but the Country adjoynmeg, then they Were not p wiſhes preperty but Dare ſes, 
his nſwere of ut be Well werghed, u an exceprion ag 4ſt the condliſion CC. 
] anſwere. 2. if ke grant there were other {mall Churches, he then 
juſtifyerh his Ref: cture; buth in denying that to agree to all other 
Churches,which he athrmeth of thoſe 7. viz. that they were great 
and ample cities &c. and in rej<ing the conſequence of his firlt 
Enthymem, which in concluding all Churches to be Diocelcs, be- 
caule thoſe 7. were great and ample cities, did preſuppole (as him- 
kifacknowledgeth ) that what he aftirmed ot thok 7. is verihed 
of all the reft . 2. And therefore he flaundereth Is retuter in char- 
ging him, to ſeek about for ſtarting holes , and his anlwere to be an ex- 
ceptin 4g4w1ſt the conclufion. For his anſwere 15 a ſtrong engine to bar- 
ter the conſequence of his argumentation,and terriceth him out of 
that ſtarting hole which himieclfe crept into for ſite harbor, when 
he ſaith, that What is verified of thoſe 3. (hurches the ſame may be truly af< 
firmed of all others , 3, Moreover, he much torgetteth himlielte, in 
affirming (both here and pag. 44.) that his argument concludeth 
nothing elſe then this, th. the 7. (hurches were Divceſes, For as the 
concluſton which he propolcth in his ſermon ( pag. 17. ) to be 
proved, was more generall: ( ot all Churches 18 the Apoltles tumes 
and the age following ) ſo he doth expreſly affirme ( pag. 45. of 
this defenſe) that in vhis argument now controverted, he conclu. A flat cone 
{th from theſe 7.churches ro all others. As for his concluſion, (or ©3999 
coling up of this point)wherin he callerh his Refuter aff-ward ad- © - 
wary, becauſe here he findeth fault that he concludeth what theſe 
Churches were; and yet in other places accuſed him , for not con- 
cluding , what they or the angels of them were; it argucth the D. 
lumſelte to be a froward adverſary and a falſe witnes. His talſhood Th noe. 
appeareth in this, that as he cannot alleadge one word to prove not thelkc= 
his accuſation;ſo he him(clfe acquiteth him thereof when be faith, futer is a 
(pag. 45. ) that he is here blamed for concluding from theſe 7, froward ad 
Churches to all others . And ſince he knoweth the fault which his verlary &a 
Refuter findeth,to be a naughty conſk quence, which tallly preſu p- —_ ow 
Z 2 poleth © 
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Z's, 7, "he 7. Churehes n0t all oreat cities. CAP. Fo 
poſcth all Churches to be ſuch, as he ſaith thoſe 7. were, (to wir 
great and ample cities &c.) what 1s itelſe but frowardnes in him, 
that will rather juſtify alye, then acknowledge a truth , which he 
knowerh? 

Bur ſince he will nowe reftreyne his argument, to the 7. Chur. 
ches, to conclude them Dioceſcs, I will change the concluſion & 
his Enthymem ( before ſet downe (e&. 3. in fine) and ſer ir thus as 
followerh . The 7. Churches whoſe Brſhops are called eAngel!, eApec.t. 
20. were great and ample cuus,and not the cities alone, but alſo the counts 
edrrymrg. T herefore thoſe 3. Churches were Duce es properly and not Pay. 
raſhes ; yea Droceſes ſuch as ours are. For unleflc their Churches were 
ſuch as our Dioceſan Churches are , he cannot ſtrongly conclude 
their Biſhops to be in the large extent of their authoritic, like to 
our Dioceſlans, Now if | might preſume to give the DoRor any 
dire&tio for the reducing of his Enthymemi into a ſimple (yllogiſm, 
I would adviſe him to remember, that the Medius terminus(whick 
nevcr entreth into the concluſion ) mult necdes be here, the p1gdi- 
catuin in the antecedent, to wit , great and ample ciries &c. ard 10 
make up the propobition which is wanting, there muſt be joyncd 
toit, the predicatum of the conſequent, to witt, Dreceſes &c. be- 
cauſcit hathno place in the antecedent. Wherefore the propoliti- 
on to be ſupplycd muſt be this . Great, and ample ct res togither with 
Phery conntrues adioyning are Dioceſes properly and net pariſhes, yea Dioceſe: 
like to owrs. Then tollow the partes ot his Enthymem in order as 
they lie. But the 7. (hwches whoſe Biſhops ave called «Angels, «Apoc. t. 
20. were preat and ample cities togither with ther countries adsoyning .T hee- 
fore thoſe 7. Churches-were Dwceſes properly 5c. In the aſſumption of 


varruth in this Syllogifme, or antecedent of the former Enthymem, there is 


a double untruth , which the DoRor in his ſecond thoughts dil- 
cerned; for himſelfe pag. 45. rettreyneth the name of great and 
ample cities to 5. onely of thoſe 7. and that which he grauntcth 
cf Epheſus (pag. 62. ) muſt be acknowledged allo , of ail the reſt, 
viz.that the whole citie was not the Church, vntilit was wholly c0- 
verted tro the pre fe'fion of Chriftianiry. Wherefore tor free his ar- 
gument from both theſe vntruthes: firſt he quite ſhutteth out this 
cl ic g7 eat and amn ple Citu's; & ſtcondly, whereas betore he had far; 
thet, the p.Churches whoſe Biſhops are m hts text called angels wire not one« 


by the cities, bus alſo the countries adioynrg, now he ſaith , his meaning 
WAS 


ib. 2. A Doceſe, ap. t. 
was, that thoſe Churches conteined m their cirenite not onely the Cites, but 
the Cuntrics adjoymrge. Whertore he contrivech his argument in this 


_ forme, pag. 42- & 44- 

{orcha, whoſe circaue conteyned both Cuics and countryes ade ;ynjrg reve 
_— Duceſes. T he ewenite of the 7.({ burehes conteyned the Cuies and Conntrees 
of adjoynmnge. T herefore the 7. ( hurches were azoceſ 5. The aflymprion, he 
By - hath made good (as he ſuppoſerth) with nucellary proote. And the 
"WF propoſition,which he tooke for granted, will/tend (as he ſaith pag, 
na 43.) vamoveable, when the foundation of our diſc 'ipline will berazed. But 
A the iſſue will hew(I doubt not)that the toundarti6 of our diſcipline 
- will abide firme, when his propoſition is ſhaken into ſhivers : and 
c that his aſſumprion hath not ſo much as one probable argumcuc 
- to ſupport it, To make his meaninge a little more plaine, in both 
7 the premmiſſes, as hunſelf doth explaine his aſſumption thus,char tbe 
, ( wenrte of every one of thaſe, Churches cor reyned both che (uy, the FAT try 


. adjcy:inge: (0 (to holde proportion therewith his propolition muſt 
: cary this ſenſe, that every Church, whoſe crcute Exnteimnath a Cuy, and the 
{ownry adjoyninge, 1s a Dieceſe. And becaule he muſt conclude (as we 
have before oblerved)that every one of thoſe.7. Churches was pro- 

rly a dioceſe, ſuch as are the dioceſes ſubj«&ted to our Bithops; 

't propoſition mult aftirme, every Church conteyninge one City 

| and the Country adjoyning,ro be ſuch a dioccſc,as the (c are, which 
we beholde ar this day inthe Church of England. But admita truth 
in his propoſition (to let paſſe the Church of London,which in Q,. 

Maries time comprehended all the truc Chriſtzans aſwell in the 
Country adjoyninge as in the City,& yet was nut adioceſe but ra- 

fher a pariſhe aſſembly) 1. I object his owne wordes (Cap. 2.p.39.) 

Yiz. Thatas with us Bathe and Wclls, Lichfeild and C orentry, 
London and Colcheſter; fo in the primitive Church more Cityes 

the one, with the countries adjoyning made but one dioceſe. And 

for inſtance in this caſe , he faith thar the Biſhop of Heraclea had 

bothe it and Panion; the Biſhop of Bizc had alſo Arcadiopolis &c. 

he addeth (page 40. ) that the whole nation of the Scythians ha« 

ving many Cities Townes and Caſtles, had all of them by ancient 

cultome, one onely Biſhop , and therefore was but one dioceſe , 

From hence then, thus I reaſon. Here with us,the Chriſtian people 

of theſe 4. Cities, Coventry, Lirchfe1ld,Colch. ſter,& London with 

their Countryes orShiccs adjoyning, doe not gaks each of them a 
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feverall Dioceſe: the ſame may be ſayd of the auncient Chriſtiang, 
in the cities of Heraclca,Panion,Bize,and Arcadiapohis ; and in the 
ſeverall cities of che nations of the Scythians. Every Church ther. 
fore whoſe circuite conteyneth an whole Cirie with the Countrye 
adjoyning, is not a Dioceſe, And conſequently he wrangleth 4 
painit rhe truth knowne to his owne conſcience, when he asketh 
(pag.47.)bow 1s 1t polii:-!e that thoſe Churches ſhould not be Dj. 
ecc{es,which conreyne ample ciries with the countries, (fuch as we 

call Shires ) belonging to them? 

SeQ.c. And to manifeſt the more fully , the falſchood of his propoſiti. 
on , I here renew that rcaſon, which his Refuter objected (anſwer, 
pag- 54- ) againſt the conſequence of the propoſition by him fra- 
med : ſc. Becauſe it doth not appeare(neyther is it true)that every 
one of thoſe Churches was divided into diverſe ſcyerall ordinay 
aſſemblies, all of them depending upon {ome one, as the cheefe; 
without power of eccleſiaſticall government, a part in themſelves, 
For ſince every of our Dioceſan Churches is ſo divided: till this ap. 
peare, how can he conclude,every of thoſe Churches to be proper. 
ly ſuch a Dioceſe, as arc the Dioceſes ſubje&ed ro our Biſhops, 
which is the pointe that he muſt prove, as 15 before ſhewed. Note 
withſtading the D.in his reply(p.47.&48.) inſulteth over his Ref: 
in this maner,/s this thedeniall of any thwg but the —_—_— #5 net the de- 
frial of the cocluſis an evidence that the anſwerty 1s cofiundea? & t not cif. [I 
a manifeſt ſigne, that he writeth againſt kts cor ſcience, reſolved nct to be per- 

- x. ſwaded, though bt: conſcience be conv. tied? Wherevnto I anſwer. 1. 1 

Fycher Me'1 1c Refurers words be othing bur the deniall of the concluſion; 

D.rayleth he Refuters words be nothing but the deniall of the concluſion; 

& ſlaunde- then in the D. opinion a Dioceſe , and a Church divided into di- 

reth, or els verſe ſeveral! ordinary aflemblies &c. are one and theſame thing: 

eontradi- {0 that none other Church, then that which is ſo divided,can pro» 
fteth hum- perly or cruelly be called a Dioceſc;and conſequently, when he ſaith 
ſelfe 8 his (pag. 30.) that though thoſe Churches had not bene divided into 


maine a[- 


ſertion, Jevcrall congregations , yet had they (each of them ) bene Dioce- 


ſes; his meaning muſt be this. q. d. though none of thoſe Chur- 
ches had bene a Dioceſe , yet each of them had bene a Dioceſe. In 
like manner when he affirmeth (pag. 69. ) that in the Apoſtles 
times the Churches were not divided into ſeveral pariſhes, his mea- 
ning muſt be this and no other , q. d. In the Apoſtles times, the 
Churches were ho Dioceſes., Which is to contradict and —_— 


th. 7. What 1s 4 Dyzoceſe. 24% 
of falſhood, the very maine aſſertion, which in the ſecond parte of 
his ermon, he vndertooke to prove. And when he argucth there 
in this manner (T he Churches in the Apoſtles times were not drvided into 
ſeverall pariſhes, and therefore the preſbyteries #1 thuy dayes were appotnied not 
tw periſhes but ro Dieſer) his purpoſe is to reaſon very protuundly to 
this cfe& . q. d. in the Apoſtles times, there were no Dioceſcs: & 
therefore in their times the Pres byteries were appointed vnto Di- 


! oceſes . Bzho!d we, whar che DoRor hath gayned in avouching 


his R.furters reaſon, to b2 nothing elſe but a deniall of the conclu- 
fion . Are not the conſ-quences of this affertion cleare evidences 
that it is himſc}fe that is confounded; and that writeth againſt his 
conſcience, as one reſolyed not to be perlwaded, thuugh his con- 
ſcience be convicted? 

2. For (to recurne to the point in hand) as the D. knoweth well 
enough, that his Refurers words are bent againſt the conſequence 
of his argument:for his meaning is clearely nothing clſe then this, 
q.d.though it could be proved that erery of theſe 7.Churches was 
agreat and ample citie &c, yet it followerh not that they were Di- 
oceſes ( ſuch as ours are )becauſc it doth not appeare that every of 
thoſe Churches was divided jnto divers ſeveral ordinary aſſemblies 
&c. and upon th: ſame ground ; the propoſition of his argument 
conſidered in the ſenſe befor- explayned, 15 (till ro be rejeted: to 
vitt, becauſe ro make any Churches dioceſes(ſuch as ours arc) it is 
not enough to ſhewe, that their circuit comprehendeth a Ciry and 
theCountry adjoyning; he mvſt alſo demonſtrate thoſe. z .branch- 
es, which he obſerveth in the Refur: words viz. 1. that the Church 
is divided inco diverſe ordinary afſcmblies. 2. that all of them de- 
pend apon ſome one as the Cheife. 3. and that they have not any 
- them, the power of cecleſialticall government aparte in them- 

lves, 

But the Do&or not willingly direRly to contradict his Refuter: SeQ,7, 
{in theſe par.iculars) perverteth the drifte of his words,as if he had 
intended to prove, that thoſe 7, Churches were not dioceſes, be- 
®uſe they were not ſo divided &c. And therefore forgetting what 
parte himſelf and his Refuter doe beare in this controverſye;he ur. 
geth him (as if he were the opponent ) to prove his affcrt1ons, hot= 
ding ir ſufficient, for him to deny them, till proofe be made of the, 


Tet knowing, forſooth,that none of his Oppolſitesare able to prove 
any 
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any of they; & deſyring from his ſoul to ſatilfye them in this cauſe 
as brethren, he wil vreifly diſprove them. Who would have thought 
that he would have bin ſo kinde, to an adverſary fo froward, yea 
convicted and reſolved (as he ſaith)not to be perſwaded ? Perhaps 
he taketh this paines for ſome others ſake,of whome he hath better 
hope. Wcll, lct usliſten to his diſcourſe; and (having firſt obſerved 
whar he vadertaketh ro diſprove)we will waie the force of his argu- 
ments with as indifferent an hand as we can. The firſt point where. 
in he contradi&cth his Refuter is, that he ſaith, 7e doth not oppeare 
(neither 4s ut tru )that every one of theſe. 7. (hurches, vas drvided mto drueſe 

ſeverall ordmary aſſemblies. The which if he will diſprove,he muſt make 
it appeareto be a truth, that every of thoſe Churches was divided 
into diverſe ordinary aſſemblies; now let us heare what he hath to 
ſay in this caſe, As rouching the firſt (ſaith he) I have ofcen wondred, 
What eur brethren meane to ar gu frons the example of thoſe (burches, Which 
Were not divided into periſhes, ro theſe that be, But why doth he wonder, 
——_ where there is no cauſe of wonder? Let him ſurceaſe his wondring 
wt DoR. till he ſhewc;both where his brethren have ſo argued; and why ſuch 
notatthe an argument will not hold? An9 2. why giveth he all his freinds 
Refurer. juſtcauſe, to wonder at his proceeding , that wandreth from his 
| purpoſe; or rather juſtifyeth his Refut: in that which he yndertook ' 
ro.diſprove ? For he doth afetrwards clearely acknowledge, that 
which now is cloſely implied; {c : that the ancient Churches rc- 
meyned for a time vndivided. 

3. Morcover to anſwere him in his owne words;we may wonder, 
what he meaneth to argue from the example of thoſe Churches 
which were not divided into pariſhes, to thoſe that be; and on the 
contrary from thoſe that in later ages were divided, to thoſe which 
at the firſt, wer2 not. The former may be ſcene p. 5. where to prove, 
that the Chriſtian people of an whole province or dioceſe, though 
conſiſting of many particular congregations is rightly termed a 
Church; he alleadgerh the pattern of thoſe Apoſtolike Churches at , 
Jeruſalem and Antioche &c. which in the Apoſtles times were not 
diſtinguiſhed into pariſhes as himſelf acknowledgeth, pag.69. The 
later appearcth by this, that his beſt reaſon, to prove that cach 

Church had frothe beginning, the circuite of the citie & country 
adjoyned; is the practiſe of (ucceeding ages (p, 49. & 55. )which 
aftcr diviſion of pariſhes, combincd them in one body _ one 

Biſhop, 


T_ CHonamwma DT a5 Gs &% wo i & 


=y 
KY 


2 TO 6 © S309 


mm ” ww 5 FX: TT 6 a” WW == 
- 


Fo  £OI75F PEI "F761 A j p) _ PF. 
Bilhop.. * Oy pans. oqanqas pace 4 ough I ſee not how 
they will ſerve his purpoſe; yet will I breefly touch vpon them, and 
ye him leave to make his beſt advantage of the aniwere. 1, would 
they heve, faith he,the Church of a City & country belonging to it, to be all 
but one as.DQ.h ae aſſemblinge ordinarily in one place? 1 antwerez (olong 
as the nomber of Chriſtians in any City and Country adjoyninge, 
doe not exceede the proportion of a popular congregation, I hold 
it beſt they continue vndivided, as the firſt Apoltolike Churches 
did: bur when the people of any City and Country are-ſo increaſedg 
that their nom ber will ſuffice for diverſe ſeyerall aſſemblies, it were 
abſurde to binde them perperually vnto an ordinary aſſembling in 
one place. 2, Then tell me (faith he) Whether We that doe and of ne- 
cſiry muſt , conſiſt of diver ſe congregations, are to followe the example of any 
ancient Church, 4s it Was before it was divided, or as it \vas after it Was drus- 
&d? 1 affirme,that whereſoever neceſfity requireth Church-afſem- 

blies ro be multiplied , the practiſe of the Apoſtles, & the ancient 
Apoſtolike Churches,is to be imitated of us,in giving torhoſe new 
ercted afſemblics, both the name and forme or conſtitution of 
Churches, and the like power for government, which thoſe apoſ- 
tolike Churches ſo multiplied did enjoye . Yfin this anſwere the 
D;Ror can finde that which he defireth, I ſhall gladly ſee what he 
wil hence inferre for the diſproving of his Refuters aſſertion, in any 
one branch thereof. 3. He addeth, They will ay perhaps, that eche 
congregation after the avviſion was as thas one befire , nothing leſſe ; let thes 
prove that, and 7 Will yeeld in the Whole cauſe. We ſay it in deed, and will 
not ſhrinke from attirminge, that in the Apoſtles tymes, whereſo- 
ever the Chriſtians of any City or Country,which at firſt made one 
Church, were diſtributed into diverſe, there eche congregartio was 
in forme or conſtitution like to that one before,and it it be not ſo, 
why doth he not diſprove it? Why doth he againe put himſelf into 
the place of a reſpondent; giving his reader juſt occaſion to thinke, 
that he hath nothing of any moment to oppoſe againſt us in this 
pointe? As for the ages following in Conſtantines time or there a- 
boutes, when Biſhops gained the over ſight and government of all 
the Churches that were mulriplicd in the City and Country adjoy- 
ningeto it, their example cannor be helde (o firte as the former to 
dctermine the queſtio of divine inſtitutionzeyther for the conſtitu- 


ton of Church-afſemblies ; or for the juriſdiion of Biſhops and 
Aa presbyters 
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" Presbyters, whierefore the Door is much deceyved, if he thinks 
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that his teſtimonies from the decrees of councels &c. (before cited 
as he ſaith) can convince or perſwade the conſcience of his OPPO« 
ſites, to holde their pracyſe for a divine or apoſtolicke ordinance, 
But to what purpoſe doch he rriflle rim? in theſe By-queſtios,which 
make him forget what he promiſed to prove, viz.that every of thok 
+,Churches, was divided into ſeverall ordinary afſemblics? Yerin 
one point more, we mult followe him, {c. when he indeavoreth to MW 
ſhew, that the Apoſtolike Churches were Dioceſes before they were 
divided; for this had bin very dire& to the main queſtion in hand; 
if he had added thisclauſe, that thy were Dieceſes ſuch as onrs arc; but 
he foreſawe, that this additien, would have quite marred his mar- 
ker; notwi:hſtanding attendance (halbe given, ro that he hath deli 
yered in defenſe of the point, which he mainteyneth, 

7: wilbe ſaid ( faith he ) that; the (*hurches before they were divided 
were not Dixceſes, Whereto I an{were, that, the carcuite of the (*h6,ju 
the intention of the eApoſtl: or firſt founder of it, was the ſame as well befert 
the divs/ion of p wiſhes as after. Here for the beter apprehending of his 
meaning, if | ſhould ask why or how the circuite was the ſame? I 
ſuppoſe, he would ſend us to thoſe words, which he hath within a | 
few lime» after , viz. tha! the circuit of every (*hurch, even from the begin- 
ning (aſwel as ifter the mul iplying of pariſhes ) included not onely the cxtie but 
th. courtrye thereto belonging. And if this be his meaning ( as it muſt 
unlciſc he will ſhewe himſelfe vnconſtant ) then behold how he 1s 
inforced, principium petere,when from hence he inferreth the c0- 
cluſion which himſelf ſctreth downe in the page following(50. )(c, 
that though the 7. Churches had not bine divided into ſeveral 


- congregations; yet had they each of them bene Djoceſes. And be- 


cauſe he cannot indure a connexive propoſition in his Ref:I wil a- 
ſay, to drawe his reaſo!:4ng into a imple (yilogiſme, and it he can 
berrer the a-gumenr, let him rake his owne avay. 

Every Church , whoſe ereure , #1 the mtention of the eApoſile , or farſf 
Cunrder f ut , Was the ſame (as mic ud rg nit onely the citre , but the country 
threts belmot 2) ſivell bef re the at vilr'0s, fa iſhes as after, ( every ſuch 
Chu c' I 7+) was a Dioc' ſe from the begi1mg , thaugh nct dsuided then te 
ro ſe T7 | (-g2 "pInr, 

But ſuc') was the cw wt” | the 7, (Churches, im the s-tention of the «A- 
poitles , or thew ſu it (ourders , T berefore they Were Droceſes from the b git» 
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though not yet divided wito many ſeverall congregotions, 


iſme, with the maine argument which himſ.it contrived ( and is 
a ſet downe le. 5. ) and if they can finde any ſuch materiall 
difference inthe medius cerminus and the premiſfles, as may give 
the D. a diſcharge fro begging the queſti6, ler themmthew it. Meane 
while I doubt nor, but,cvery unpartiall reader will perceive his po- 
yervic in this diſpute , eſpecially ſcing he ſupporteth the Aſſumpti- 
on of his principali argument with the ſame anſwere pag. 54.For 
who,that denieth any of the Apoſtolike Churches, to comprehend 
the whole citic and country adjzoyning ( as Dioceſes in ſucceeding 
ages did ) will bekeve, rhat the circuite of thoſe Churches, was 
the ſame , when there were but fewe, that it was when many,yea all 
were Chriſtians ? and who, that denieth (as the Refuter doth) the 
circuite of a citie and country ad;oyning, to be ſufficient to make 
a Church a Dioceſe;vnicle it be divided into many congregations, 
will not take him tor a very trifler, which, to make good the con- 
trary , ſhall yeeld him none other argument then this; that a Church 
wot yet drvided m1to ſeverall aſſemblies is norwithiFanding « Diocefe ; 7{ the 
founder thereef , did mtend, that, ber tircurte ſhould include cxtie and country, 
« adivided Duceſe doth . Wheretore to give the Doctor a direR and Both pre. 
downeright anſwere to his argument laſt contrived , I at once re- miſſes of 
je& both the premiſles, as erroneous and unſound. the Doctor 
Firſt rouching the prapoſition;ſince the DoRor placeth the ve. Y547<n 
ry eſſence ( and life it I may ſo ſpeak) of a Dioceſan Church, ia her - nts 
circuite , including both citic and countrye adjoyning ; ſo long as ; 
the truth thereof remeinerth queſtionable; (as it doth with the Re- 
futer, who accounteth ſuch a circuite the materiall cauſe onely , & 
etergeth the very forme that giveth being vntoa Dioceſan Church 
to be her diſtribution into many aſſemblies, as meEbers of one bo- 
dy:) a meane logician may lee, that in a direR and orderly courſe 
of proceeding , he ſhould have yeelded us ſome one or other Meds. 
terminus , which might have ſerved to prove, that ſuch a circuite 
maketh a Dioceſan body, although it havr no pariſh afſemblies to 
be members thercof . But nowe in arguing (as he doth ) that the 
ancient Churches, though yer vndivided, were Dicceles becauſe 
their founders intended, that their circuire ſhould extend over ci- 
tie and countric, as the later Digocelan Churches cid: theerrour of 
Aa 2 his 
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i- Churches Were Duceſe intentionally;T berefore they were Diccrſes properly or 
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his reaſoning is no leſſegroſſe and 


"os e's 
he had ſaid, Theſe 
ataally. For all men knowe that whatſoever Church is properly a 
Dioceſe ( as he ſaith all the firſt Apoſtolicall Churches were ) the 
fame is aQually and in very decd a Dioceſe; and therefore hath ac. 
tually and in deed the circuit of a Dioceſe: bur it it have the circuit 
of a Dioceſe, onely in the intention of the founder; and not ac. 
tually; it is impoſfible, it ſhould be a dioceſe aQtually or properly, 
bur incentionally onely; eſpecially in their opinion, who place ( as 
the D. doth) the very forme and being, of a dioceſan Church, in 
the circuite of her juriſdition,conteyninge both City and Country 
adjoyning. Let the D. here call to minde what he ſayd pag. 18.0f 
his ſermon, & mainrtcineth in the next chapter of his defence p.65. 
viz. that When the Apoſtles firſt preached to the cheite Cities of any 
nation,they intended the converſion of the whole nation; and that 
when having by Gods blcſling converted ſome, they placed preſ- 
byrers in any of thoſe cheife Ciries; their intentand hope was by 
their miniſtery to converte, aſwellin the Countries adjoyning as 
m the City, ſo many as did belong vnto God. He addeth ( n his 
defence ) that they whoſe miniſtery was intended for the converfl 
on of the City and Country (he ſhould have-layd of che Whole nation) 
eo their care or charge the people of that Ciry and Country or na 
tion belonged, both for the firſt convertinge of them, and for the 
government of rhem being converted . Whence it is alſo that he 
faith (lib. 4. pag. 13 1.) that it was from the beginninge intended, 
that the Biſhop: of che morher City ſhould be the cherf in the Pro- 
vince, notwithſtanding he conſtantly Holdeth (lib. 2. pag. 114. lib, 
3. pag. 21. & lib. 4. pag.7. & 31.) that the Biſhops appointed by 
the Apoſt'es over Mother: Cities, were ar the firſt aRtually but Bi- 
ſhops of their owne Dioceſcs, not a&ually Metropolicanes, vntilt 
diverſe Churches being conſtitured, and Biſhops ordeyned in the 
feverall Dioceſes of the province, there was a confociation and ſub- 
ordination of them,vnto one cheefe primate. Now if rhe intention 
of the Apoſties in the conſtiruring of Churches and presby ters or 
Biſhops 1n Mother Cities thereby intendinge the converſion of the 
whole nation.and the multiplying of Churches and Biſhops,as the 
tight of the Goſpcl! ſhould ſpread it ſelf into the ſeverall Dioccles : 
i£ ibis intention I (ay,cannot perſwade the DoRor to take the firlte 
Churchcs 


—Y P——=—<=—# II = =—_—_ — 


a mn as am ana DW. am ome AL0}Þ DHA a ac Dc a 8ÞaÞwDOQ#uSS aac ao©Y ©. 


OY 


Tib. 1. © "No Divreſes at firft.” *Cp.r. 
Churches and Biſhops in Mother-Citics to be a&nally Mother 
Churches,or Metropolitan Biſhops :Surely rhen he might think us 

Jotes,if we ſhould take his bare word(whe he diſagreeth with 
kimſelfe )for a fit proofe to perſwade us,that the like intention (of 
ereing a Church in any citie or Dioceſe, vnder an hope of ſub- 
je&ing the people thereof tothe obedience of the goſpel)can make 
thar Church a&ually or properly a Dioceſe, till there be diftribu- 
tion of particular aſſemblies, ſubordinate to the juriſd;Gion of the 
Church and miniſtery, firſt erected in the cue . 


Secondly,to come to the Aſſumption, if there be anytruth in it, g. X 
kis Refuter may make more advantage by ir, ro conclude thoſe © 
Churches not to be Dioceſes properly or aftually . For, 

No ('barch whoſe circuite sncludeth the oute(wherem it is ſeated, ) 5 the 
Country adzrynirg ontly m the intention of the firſt founder, but net attuolly or 
execution, i 4 Dioceſe «nally and properly : if therefore the 7, (bur 
cbes , were (*hurches Whoſe circuit included the cries ( wheres th:y were 
ſeed ) and tho exentryes adroyning onely m the intention of the firſt foundery 
but not aFually, or in executiom . (T ben it filowah that.) T hep. { bur- 

«hes were not Drceſes att ually or properly. 

The Propoſition 1s grounded upon that difference which the 
Door himſelfe putteth betwixt the auall bing of Mctropo- 
litane Biſhops, or Churches , and the intention of thoſe that 
firſt fonnded Churches in Mother-citics, And the Af- 
ſumption is in cffeRt the Doors owne aſſertion, as he explai- 
neth himſelfe pag. 69. 73. & 128; for in the laſt place quo- 
ted he ſaith exprefly , that the Conn: rics ſubje&t to rhe civill ju- 
nſdition of any citie , were aQtually under the Biſhops charge 
after theire converſion , and intentionally before ; wherefore 
without contradigion to himſclfe, he cannor rejecte the con- 
cuſion. So that if his Defenſe of Dioceſan Churcheg , ſhall 
ho!de proportion with the groundes of his diſputation; he muſt The Dodt. 
(in his next ) firſt, change his maine ten-1:t or concluſion, and - — 
plainzly profeſſe that howſozver hz vndertocke to prove , rhat —_ e & 
the eApoFolike C hurches Were Duceſes preperly , yer that was not adde foa. 
his meaninge , bur rather this , that chey weze Diceſ.5 imentwnal- tratt as 
h , that is, that it was their founders intention that ia time to Fre he 
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come,(after all the people of city & country were converted) t 
ſhould become Divceſcs atually and properly, And (: condly as he 
hath alrcady (ro colour the falſhood of his antecedent) with an In- 
dex expurgatorius, wiped away this clauſe great and ar;pl: cities, and 
by a Mctonimie or ſome other trope (as we hall heare anone) tur- 
ned his laying, they were the cities and countris, tothis meaning, the 
cn cuts of the (, hurches conteyned borh cuties and conntrye 4d1oznmg : (0 
now , he mult once againe limit the word, conteyned, to an intenti- 
ona!l conteyning, as if he had ſayd,i: wes the imiention of their funders, 
that wn time they ſhoul conteyne fuch acirenute, But (to paſlc forwardcs) 
this poſition is in truth more abſurd and incredible then the for- 
mer . Forin affirming before, that the circuite of every of thoſe 
Churches conteyned both the citic and country, with a favourable 
conſtruction being vnderſtood, to ſpeake ( after that vſuall Meto- 
nymiec which he noterh pag. 52.) of the Chriſtian people in citie & 
countrye, his aflertion might the more cafily gaine his Refuters 
afſent and allowance, to paſſe yncontrolde: fo long at leaſt, as he 
ſhould remaine conftant in his judgement touching the multiply. 
ing, or diſtinguiſhing of pariſhes in ſuch a circuite,which in his (cr. 
mon (pag. 18. & 22.)he denieth to be done 1n the Apoſtles times, 
and when the Apoſtle Iohn wrote the Revelation . But now jn 4- 
vouching the circuite of each Church, to be the ſame from the be- 
ginning, that it was after the diviſion of pariſhes thoughout the 
whole Dioceſe: his reaſons muſt be yery pregnant and demonſtra- 
tive, before hecan drawe any judicious reader that oppoſeth to 
him in this controverſie, to {ubſcribe to his afſertion. Bur let the 
DoRor ſpeake I praye, Even as ( ſaith he pag. 49. )the ſubieft of the leaven 
1s tn the Whole Bache in the sntention of bim that putteth st mio the [ampe; 
though the loaves be not yet davided yea theugh but a Iitle of the Dough be 
yet (after 4 #« newly put in) ſeaſoned: So it is with the ( burch and the cirent 
thereof . If the Door himſelfe had 
made the application of his compariſon ) we ſhould more eaſily 
have diſcerned , how fit or unfit, it is for his purpoſe. The pointe 
which he would ( at leaſt ſhould ) illuſtrate by this ſimilitude is 
this, that the cwrevsce of the ("burch m the intention of the Apoſtle or firſt 
founder if #t , was the (awe «ſwel before the doviſion of pariſhes as after. Me 
thinks therefore, to make the prozafis of his compariſon anſwerable 
20 the «podoſis he ſhould have rather ſaid , Even a the ſabicfi of the 
ven 
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ut if he ha ſo propoſed it, then it had 
rather darkned then l:ghrned that which he indeavoureth ro per- 
{wade, Becauſe it is better knowen what the ſubje& of the leven is, 
before the lumpe be divided, then afrer: whereas in his afſcrtion 
before expreſſed, the ſtate or conſtitution of the Church, after pa- 
riſhes were multiplyed in ci:y and country, and ſubordinazed to 


"a7 
leven in the intentis of bum 1h it 


the juriſdiRtion of one conſfiltorie, is brought (as better knowne ) 


to ſhewe howe farre the circuite of the Church and ſpirituall juriſ- 
dition ſtretched , when as yer bur an handfull of people ( in com- 
pariſon of the reſt ) was ſeaſoned by the Miniſtery of the goſpcll, 
Perhaps his meaning is that as he which putreth a lirtle leven into 
an whole bache of breade, int-nJeth that the leven (ſhould in time, 
ſpreade her vertue over all, and ſo the whole mal: of mcale made 
one body of a well levencd lump: fo alſo the Apoſtles and firſte 
founders of Churches , when they firſt planted a Church,and pla- 
cd Presbyters in any citic or Dioceſe, did intend, that the leven of 
their do&rine, being conveyed into the hartes of the whole multi- 
tude, all might be made one body of a D1eceſan Church. If this 


beſo; ſeing in this compariſon the Ciurch is as the leven, or that 


art of meale which 1s firſt leavened, we may by his owne compari 
00 diſcover the abſurdity of his former aficrtion . For as the cir- 
cuite of che [even (or meale leavened) is at the firſt putting in, (and 
for a while after ) farre leſſe , then when all is lcavencd : fo alſo the 
eircuice of the Church, at the firſter- Qing of it in any city (& for 
fome 2ges after) was farre leſle then when the whole people of the 
Dioceſe imbraced the ith. Againe, as it 15 contraty to the intent 
of im that putt-th in the leven , tha: the loaves bcing once Civie 
ded, ſhould any longer remcine partes of one lumipe; or that a- 
mong the loaves more regard ſhould be had to thar litle portio of 
meale thar was fi. t owre,to make of it a Mov her-loaf, vnto web 
the reſt of the loaves ſhould ove any homage: fo it may ſceme(by 
this copariſon) ro be contrary ro the intent of the Apoſtles & firſt 
found-rs of Chriſt;a'+ Churches , that when an whole Dioceſe be- 
cime ſeaſoned , and diſt: iburzd into many corgrerwions; there 
ould be anv (ch combination, or ſubor.'in2tion of thoſe Churs 
hes , that all ſhould be ubje& ro the juriſd Hon, of one Cathe- 
drall Charch ſcared in the citic, But ro leave his compariſon to = 
©. 
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his ſecond thoughtes, if he can-make any more ad 
hereafter; I now demaund how he knoweth that the intention of 
the Apoltles was ſuch as he immagineth, yiz. that all the people of 
City and Country after the converſion of the whole ſhould con- 
Seft. 10.4 £10ue parts of the Church, which at the firſt conſilted bur of a fey, 
ſe.s.p.4s Maſter D. ſuppoling ( asit ſeemeth ) it were bur reaſon to ar 
ſwergtherevnto, doth aforchand prevente ir,and will have us toyn- 
derſtand that he knoweth it . And therefore goeth on and faith, 
If you acke me how 1 knowe this? I anſwere. Firſt, becauſe the Whole Church 
of God ever ſince the Apoſtles deies onto our age, bath ſo underſtood the in- 
gention of the Apoſtles,and of thew firſt founders, the circuxt of every (hurch, 
baving from the beginning gncluded not onely the City but the (anntry thereto 
belonging. 1 muſt here demaund againe; how came ir that the 
Church of God, did vynderitand the Apoſtles intention to be ſuch? 
And how commeth the D.to knowe that they had any (uch vnder- 
Kandinge? 1. Did the Church of God receive their vnderſianding 
in this point from the mouthes or pennes of the Apoſtles? If they 
diſcovered their intention by wriringezbe che Do&or intreated,we 
pray him, to ſhewe us where we may reade ut for our learninge? If 
not by —_ but by tradition ? It is ſtrange a matter of ſuch 
conſequence, 
ende,ſhould be committed to ſuch an happ-hazzard. 2. And how 
hath the Church informed the DoRor of their ynderſtandinge ? 
rhe D. firſt hath he received ir alſo by tradition , or from the writinges of the 
reals con- Loyds Wworthies in all ages > Why doth he nor either quore us their 
wm by bookes wherein they affirme it; or give us the catalogue of ſuch as 
kumicll. havefrom hand to hand conveied it to him? Till he hath given [a- 
tiffaRion in theſe particulars,let him not thinke bur his reader will 
decme his firſtreaſon to be a ſpeach voyde of reaſon, yea a moſtrous 
yntruth confated by himſelf, as ſhall well appeare in the examine 
tion of his reaſons followinge. 

His ſecond reaſon he laieth downe thus; ſaying. Secondly becaiſe { 
that diviſion of (hurches Which Was 300. or 400. yeares after Chriſte, with 
thee !ans's and cu cuites, vas ordenarily the ſame Which had bene from the bt- 
ginning a before hath bene reftified by divers auneient Councels, Ordi- 
narily and from the beginning ? $0 he ſaith in deed . But 1. doth 
_ ——_— that he{hath alleadged , (pag-22.8& 37. or elſwhere) 
reltify the circuites of che Churches, to haye bene from the begin- 
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ging of th&r planting by the s, the ſame, that they were 
in their owne times?-Is not all the queſtion (in thoſe Councells)bE 
Country parithes, or ſuch partes of any Country as neither deſyred 

to-have a Biſhop, or were challenged of diverſe Bilbops? The be» 
ginning therefore (whereof they ſpeake)muldbe taken tor the time 
of ere&ing Churches in Country villages , and ſubordinating 
them to the Biſhop of the City adjoyninge. Neyther yet doe they 

aſcribe this to any ordinance, or intention of the Apolſt].s, or firlt 
founders of the Church, in the Ciriez but to ancient cuſtome, (as 
the words of the Epheſin Councell ſhew, which he hath ſer downe. 
Can.2.pag. 37.) ratified by eccleſiaſticall lawes,and Canons(falſly 
called Canons) of the Apoſtles. 2. But why ſaith he, the circuites 
were ordinarily the ſame? Mceaneth he, it was no comon uſe to al- 
ter them? Or that it was againſt order and rnlawfull? It cannot 
be the later , ſince he confeflerh (pag. 23.) that if there were cauſe, 
(ſc. for the greatnes of the Charge and nomber of people &c.) the 
circuites of Dioceſes were lefſened, & newe Biſhoprickes erected, 

Bcholde then , howe worthily the D. reaſoneth. The diviſion of 
Churches with their circuites, remayned till 400. yeares after 
Chriſte, the ſamie which ir had bene from the beginning ofereQting 
Churches in the remote parts of any Dioceſe, and ſubordinatinge 
them ro the Biſhops of the Cities adjoyninge, vnleſle the greatnes 
of the charge required the circuite to be lefſened & a new Biſhop- 
rick to be eſtabliſhed . Ergo, it was the intention of the Apoltles, 
that the Churches which they planted, thould have the ſame Circu- 
ite before the diviſion of pariſhes, that they had after. May not the 
contrary, with much more probability , be thus argued ? When 
the charge of.an whole dioceſe after the diſtribution of pariſhes 
grewe over greate for one Biſhop, & the nomber of people in ſome 
partes, deſyred to have a newe Biſhop: the Circuites of Churches 

or Dioceſes were altered, Ergo it was never intended by the Apo. 


; tles(or at leaft the Fathers of thoſe times were ignorant of any luch 


intention)thart the Circuite of every Church ſhould a! yayes conti- 
nve the ſame,aſwell when all in City and Coungry were converted, 
28 when there were but a fewe. But let us heaze his third reaſon, 
T birdly ſaith he, beeauſe it is confeſſed by Berg and teſtified by D. Reynoldes 
wd others that the diſtribigwn eek, &d uſ# ill» fellowe the drvihow 


if the Comon Wealth: un fo much was theſe (onnerics that Were ſubjettea to the 
Bb Cicill 


50. 


Civill juriſdiFlior, , txerciſed in any City, were alſs ſubje ordinarily to the 
eccleſi:ſticalle5c, Is not the DoRors plenty (think ye) turned into 
mere p2nury; when (the teſtimony of ancient Fathers and Coun. 
cells taylinge him)he is gladd to ſeeke releife at their handes, whole 
judgement otherwyft (ordinarily and uſually) he rejeReth? Ang 
yet (alas for pity) they(whome he meanerh) cannot yeeld him ary 
comfort. For what ſay they? Forſooth, thar in the diſtribution of 
dioceſes,provinces and patriarchall preheminences,the ſtate cccle. 
faaſticall tollowed the civill. And whendid the Church take up this 
Courſe? Doe they ſay that the Apoltles began it,. or intended any 
ſuch matter? No, it was thought a convenient courſe by the By. 
ſhops after the Apoſtles daies, for the better managing of Church- 
cauſes in their Synods, and Meetings, that as for civill juſtice ſo 
alſo for eccleſialticall affaires, recourſe ſhould be had to the Cityes 
and Shire-townes. Neyther was this order vniverſall or perpetuall, 
as the DoRor himſelf acknowledgeth in Pergamus and Thyatira, 
pag.63.yea heaftirmeth that by ancient cuſtome,the whole nation 
of Scythians, having many Cities, townes,. and Caſtles, made but 
one Dioceſe: and that the Churches throughout a large Province, 
were but part of one Parzcia or dioceſe , as may be fene pag. 10.& 
©. of this his defenſe. Wherefore this reaſon of his, doth alſo c6- 
re (and not confirme his fantaſticall conceite of the Apoſtlesin- 
tention. Anditargueth he ſpake direRly againſt the light of his 
conſcience, when he ſayd; that the whole (burch of God, ever ſince tht 
Apoſtles daies umts ou age, hath ſo underſtood (as he doth) the intention of 
the Apoſtles, and the firſt founders of the apoſtolike Churches. Wherefore 
face he hath no better ground for his bolde affirmation, (that the 
#ircuite of each (hurch m the intention of the Apoſi es or firſt foxnder: Was the 
fame before the diviſion of pariſhes that it Was after) we may well take his 
concluſion which he inferreth thereupon, to be layd in the ſand of 
his owne vaine immagination, viz. bs though thoſe (burcbe had vat 


bin divided into ſeverall congregations, yet had they each of them bene divtt» 
F'J.c- 


ſe. 1H 


SeA. 11,2d Butnow(to rewrne to the point, fro-which he hath longe wan- 
ſect.s, page dred at his pleaſure, to little purpoſe) he addeth , that at the rave of 


Writing the Revelation. , it 1s wore then le, that they conteyned arverſe 
eongregations, If it be more then probable, then, 1 hope, his argu- 
mcntcs whereon he buildeth are more then probabilitics , anc 
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apparantly contradi& himſelf, if henowlabour to perſwade,” that 
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Fy 4 }. 44 . ap. Tr. 
fieme and invincible demonſtrations . Butif there be not ſo F uch 
25 2 ſhadowe of probabilicie, in any thinge he hath alleadged; no 
man can juſtly blame his Refuter, if he ſay; It is more then probs- 
ble the DoRor is deceived ; and ſceeketh ro deceive, with his vaine 
brages of proving, what he avoucheth. Let vs therefore examine 
his beſt probabilities. The firſt is, That, when Paul bad continued but 
myo yeares at Epheſus , the holy G hott reftifieth ( AR. 19.19. )th a all which 


' ahabred «Aſua ( (6 properly called) did heare the wordef the Lord. «And 


bevirg both placed many Preſpyters among ſt them ; and continued with the 
fir the ſpace of three yearees ; afterwards ſendeth T unothy to be their Biſhop, 
Who ordwnarily continued among them, wnill bis death. «And that Ye ſhould 
wt thinks, there Was but that Church at Epheſus in Pauls time, be makgth 
mention of the (hurches of eAſia . t. (or. 16. 19. 

In all this if there be any probability, it lieth in his laſt wordes, 
wherein he ſcemeth thus to argue.S. Paul maketh mention of the ( bizr- 
ohes of Aſia. Ergo, you may not think there vas but that Church at Epheſus 
» his time. The conſequent of this Enthymem is ſubtilly ſet down. 
If his meaning be to perſwade his reader, that there was more 
then one Church at Epheſus in Pauls time, becauſe he mentionerh |; c... 
Churches in Aſia,” his conſequence is worſe then nought: nothing quence 
kindreth his Refutcr ro think, that there was one onely Church at ſubtilly. 
Epheſus, alrhough there were more Charches in Aſia. That epiftlz 
to the Corinthians wherein he mentioneh the Churches of Aſia, 
was written before his departure from Epheſus (recorded Ads . 

29, 1.) as we maye gather, 1. Cor. 16. 5, 8. 10, compared with 
As. 19. 21. 22. yet, when after this, he had ſpeach with the El- 
ders of Epheſus (thoſe many Elders which he now telleth us, Paul 
h1d there placed) they had no ſeverall ticles or cures, but in comon 
attended the whole flocke or Church, as himſclf avoucherh.(ſcrm. 
p29. 18.) from the very words of Paul, As. 20.28, where he doth 
there were at that time more Churches(or diſtin& congregations) - 4g 
then one that Epheſus. Bur if, (in arguinge as h- doth) he intend , _ D. if 
no more then this;to ſhewe that in Pauls time, beſides tha: Church 1. ge. 
at Eph:ſus, there were in Aſia ſome other Churches; whart is this ro 
the purpoſe? I meane to'prove, that in Saint Iohns time,cach of the 
7, Afian Churches conteyned diverſe congregations. 
As for that he addeth of Fawothy —y vnts Epbeſue to be they Bip, 
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Lib.z. The Charch of Fphe[us one congregation. Cap.r, 
Chis ordnmunry cotinuance there wntil bis death; it is ſooner ſaid then pro. 
ved, as ſhaibe ſhewed hereafter; & were it true,it giveth him no help, 
to juſtify his former afſcrtion , of diverſe congregation: in every of theſ 
Churches. But 2, he proceedeth to ſhew that Peter likewiſe by bis p» each. 
owg converted im Aſie, And 3. after the death of Peter and Pan|, 
5. lohn Went mto thoſe parts, preached the Goſpel for many yeares ordeynedBy. 
S1ps + Preſbyters where need was. 4.Wilheth vs to add to the Minit ery 
of the Apoſtles, the preaching of the Byſhops and Preſbyters ordeyued by them, 
and Diſciples whom they had mſtrutied, by whoſe Mmiftery ſome Churcha 
Were brought to the fayth,as that of Coleſſe(wn the Cafine of Phryzia)inP ala 
nwe, From all which particulars in ftead of coctuding,(that which 
he pretended to make more then propable, vir.) that the 7 .Churcha 
of Aſia conteyned (each of them) di ver ſe congregations: he appealeth to the 
conſcience of every indifferent reader; Whether it be not vnlikely that net 
i ny one of theſe fanmoxs Churches no not in that of Epheſus, there were i the 
Whole citte 6 country belonging to it ,arry more then one ordinary congregation, 
aſter the preaching of ſich and [6 many for the [ pace of 45. years. Wherevn- 
ro for an(wer, 1. I alſo appeale to the coſcience efmay indiftcrent 
reader, whether the D. hath not proved himſclfe a noxable trifler, 
when he thus diſputeth? fr is very vwlkely that, there ſhould not be 6a ary 
one of thoſe famons Churches (no ht on that of Epheſus, that, is, tn the while 
ene 05 country belonging t0 it) any wore then one ordinary cogreg «tes. T hert 
fore mt 15 more then propable, that, they all conteyned diverſe congreg ations.But 
2.how often will the D.contradi& himſelf? doth he not confident- 
ly affirme, (ferm, pag. 18.)that in the Apoſtles times pariſhes were 
not diſtin2uiſhed,nor anyPresbyrers aſſigned to their ſcveralCures? 
And doth he not ſill maintaine the ſame poſtion? (def.pag.69.) 
onely he excepteth the Church of Alexandria, which was farr from 
any of theſe 7. And. z.had not the Churches of Ieruſalem & Rome 
es great helps to enlarge them, by the Mtniſtery of many excellent 
Feachers, and for as many yeares? yet himſelfe denieth any ordi- 
narie congregations to be multiplicd in-them. Sce we what he faith 
plainely for the one, pag. 92. and 124. and more cloſcly rouching 
the other, pag.838, And 4. ſince he acknowledgeth, that tholc 
Churches were much annoyed with heretiks as Paul forecolde;lince 
that which he forerolde,(A&.20.29.30.)did principally concerne 
the Church of Epheſus,and himſelfe complayneth of their generall 
forfaking him in Aſia. 2, Tim, 1. 15, morcover fince it appeareth, 
; : : cvclb 


Lib. 3. No Dzaceſes at firſt. | Cap. FE, 
even by the teftimonie of Tohn ( or rather of Chrift himſelfe)thar 
Epheſus , had left her firit love; and that partly by perſecu- 
tions and partly by falſe Teachers; the proſperitic and growth 
of thoſe Churches was much hindred. Revelar. 2. 4.9.13.15. 
20, and 3. 2. 16. the indifferent reader will cafily ſec , how li- 
tle lik-lihood there is , that there ſhould be eyrher in Epheſus, 
or in any the reſt of thoſe cities of Afia, any more then one po- 


' pulous congregation of Chriſtians, 9. Laſtly, if any man think, 


that after the preaching of ſuch and ſo many, ( as he ſaith ) 
for the ſpace of 45. yeares,-it is probable there were more then 
7. ordinaric congregations, let him judge indifterently betwixt 
the Do&or and his Refuter whether it be not more likely his 
Refuters aſſertion 1s true, that there were no more then 7. diſtin 
{kxrches , ( (uch as Coloſlz, Magneſia, and Trallis, whereof he 
ſpeaketh ) then that ecb of the 7. (as the DoGtor aftirmeth) wa 
vided into ſeverall (ongregenions . 
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And this may ſuffice ( I doubt not) to ſhewe , that the Do- SeR. 12.24 
Ror hath ſayde nothing to difprove that firſt braunch of his Pag- 51+ 


Refuters reaſon ( for the deniall of the conſequence of his Pro» 
poſition ) when he ſayd , that it deth not appeare, neptber is it true, 
that, every one of theſe ("burches was drvided mis drverſe ſcverall ordi- 
nerie aſſemblies , The other two braunches the Door telleth 
bus, be will toyne cogither, And in deed, they muſt concurre,not 
onely one with the other; but alſo both of them with the for- 
mer , For if he could have proved , by much more pregnant 
_ , then he can, that thoſe 7. Churches had bene (cah 

them ) divided into diverſe congregations z yet it will not 
followe, they were Dioceſes; vnleſle it appeare alſo, that all of 
them did depend upon one Cathedrall Church as cheife; and 
had not the power of ecclefiaſticall government apart in them- 
ſelves, Whercfore all his labour is loſt if he produce not bet- 
ter probabilitics, to diſprove theſe two later points. 

If, ſaith he , there Were but one Biſhop for the (hurch , both of the 
titie and (onntrye ( 4s there Were but 7 . mn all thoſe ſeven Churches ) 
2. ff the Churches both of citie - comntry Were ſabieft to the B.of the entve. 


3.If the pariſh: both of cirie + eoiitry had neyther Biſhop nor Preſpytery, but 
Bb 3 Preſbyeers 
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z. 13.54, Which affirmeth (as the Refurer truely gathered; from his own ex- 


« $. No Droreſes at firſt though after about the 3009, Cap.r, 
the 


Preſbyter: ſeverall ned to them. 4. 7 ters of the werg 
alerts IE the (ry, net onely {ug v4 the La" + 
were ſabjef> to bis authoriry, ( all which } bave by moſte evident arguments, 
and teftemonies proved already) then did the ſeverall congregat iss and 

&s (which / have alfs proved were all but members of one body) depend vyeu 
the cheiſs (burch in the (uy 4s their bead; neither bad they the power of eccle- 


forſticall juriſdittion ohereof they ſprake, as } beve alſo proved before. All 


this winde ſhaketh no corne, a ſhort anſwere will ſerve to all theſe 
particulars.1.The matter hangeth yet in queſtion,whether every of 
thoſe Churches did include, (at leaſt intentionally) the whole City 
and the Country which afterwardes was ſubje&ed to the mother 
Church of the City? Alſo whicher pariſhes were multiplied & pres- 
byters a(figned to them in ſuch ſort as he ſuppoſeth; yea the con. 
trary of this, for the Apoſtles times is mainteyned by the D; as is 
before obſerved, 2. As for thoſe Arguments and teſtimonies wher. 
by he ſaith he hzth already proved the parriculars, which he heare 
aJumeth for yndoubted truthes; they are (every Mothers ſonne of 
them) of vnder age, 0 neyther of growth nor ſtrength ro beare out 
the matter, and ſwaye the conſcience of any that conſidereth what 
is the queſtion. The reader will remember that the pointe here de» 
nicd , 1s, that there were in every of theſe Churches, many congre- 
gations which depended ypon one as cheife, without power of ec« 
clefiafticall juriſdition in themſelves , All his teſtimonies are ( as 
y—_ cap. 2, of this defenſe) farre beyond the compa of the 
firlt 200 yeares, the counterfeyt epiſtles of ({ lemens and Anicetus 
excepted, which he citeth, (cap. 2. ſc&. 3+) yer need I not except 
them, ſcing the firſt authour ot them , was a very novice in reſpec 
of true antiquirie,as the DoRor wel knoweth. Wherefore the rea- 
der may ee the valour of the Doors beſt prootes in this Enthy- 
mem; drawne out of the beſt of them, thus; 

7t appeareth by Councels and Father: after (onftantines time or « liile 


before , that pariſhes in cities and countries adioyning, were ſubiefted tothe ' 


teriſchFion of the Biſhop of the citie, and members of one Dwoceſam body: Er- 
$0 44. the time of writing the Revelation, there Were im every of the 7. Chur- 
chez , drverſe congregations , which depended on one cheeft , without prower of 
government in themſelves. 

Arlength the DoRor cometh to the defenſe of his aflumprion, 


prelie 
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- his Refuter did before)who ever ſayd that the Church of Ephe- 
us was 2 great City? Who knoweth nor, thatthe City,is one thing, 
and the Church an other? The D. cannot denie the later, but he la- 
boureth to excuſe the former. 7#{ ſaith he)be diſcerned the ſpeach Which 
f uſed to be unproper ,had be not ſo much ,neyther art (? meant rethorick or lo- 
gick_) nor grace, (} meane charnie) as euher to conceyue me to bave ſpcken by 
«trop, or 0 explene wy ſpeach, by ſuch an enunciation, 4s the nature of the 
& gument, doth require? Why; how could the D. exped ſo much, ei- 
ther 7 or grace at their hands, whom he eſtemed to be very weak- 
lings for learning or judgment; and in affeion wholly alienated 
from our Church-governors; and (uch as being full of odious cen- 
ſures &c. will not without prejudice or partiallity reade what is 
truely ſaid for the defenſe of our Church? for (o he ſpeaketh of the 
pag. 1.3.9.10, of his preface before his ſermon. If therefore him- 
ſelf diſcerned his owne ſpeach to be improper, had he not ſo much: 
{I ay not rethorick or logick to explane his meaninge butz grace, 
that is prudence or charity, to prevent both all miſtakinge in the 
ſimple reader; and all cavilling in his odious- cenſuring oppoſices, 
by a plaine and naked deliverie of his true meaninge? Had he re- 
membred that he was to prove, the Churches to be properly dio- 
celes, he might have conceived that his readers of all ſortes, would 
expeR proper , and not improper ſpeeches, to conclude his pur- 
poſe. For how hangeth this reaſoning togither, in the Doors lo- 
ick? T he Churches were improperly the cutes and countries adioyning,ther e- 
they were properly Diveeſes Murtato genere predicationis, non ya- 

let conſequentia.Itis a poore defenſe therefore for him ro demand 

as he doth,who ever beard that (arr; were angels? Or that the cup is blood? 

becauſe it is ſayd in his text , che 7. fterres are the angel, and Chriſt 

ellwhere ſaith, this cup 35 my blood. If he can ſhewe any text eyther 

of ſcripture or any authour, old or new, that hath ſaid as he doth, 

ve will ceaſe to wonder at the ſtrangenes of his ſpeach. But when 


preſſe words(ſerm.pag. 18. Ythat the 7. Chugches of Aſia, were great aod 
ample (ities, and not the Cities alone but alſo the Coumrics adjoynwigr, And 
becaulc his Refuter told him ( pag. 54. ) it was few'ry both in trords 
and matter, the Door chargeth him to cawullegregiouſly ; bur is nor 
the D. rather an egregious caviller, at leaſt a notable ſlanderer, if 
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his Refuters cenſure be true?Firſt for the words, I demaund againe the cavil- 


ler, or at 


leaſt ſlaun- 
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realoneth: 


ltourly, 


ke further demaundeth, whither when he ſaid, 1be churches were the , 
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2009 56.4. h: at firff,nof ore. it. + Fit, F, 
ftiee and the (ountry , bis Refuter could wet underitand bim as ſpraki 
( after that moi? vſuell metorymie ) of the ('briſtian people «n the citie and 
eountrie, nor yet explaine bus wordes aa the nature of the argument cont 
* bis ſpeach did lead bi? 1 anſwere , in the Refuters behalfe,he did 
well perceive by the DoRors words folowing , (where he {peaketh 
of an intent and hope, the Apoſtles had,to convert the whole peo. 
ple of citie and countrie, by the Miniſterie of the Presbyters,which 
they ordeyned in every citic , &c. that if he had limited his ſpeach 
onely to thoſe fewe, that were already converted to the faith; the 
DoRor might have had a juſt quarrel! againſt him , for perverting 
his meaning. Wherefore though he finde fault with his wordes; 
(as he had good cauſe ) yet he ſtayerh not there, but contradifteth 
alſo the matter or meaning; nogwithſtanding he doth explaine his 
words ſo, as the nature of the argument did lead him , viz. that 
thoſe 7.Churches conteyned the people of thoſe 7 Cities, whether 
already converted , or to be converted hereafter, by the Biſhop & 
presbyters of echCity;for ſo he ſeemeth ro interpret himlelf (ſcrm. 
. 19. ) Bur he durſt not1n plaine termes fo affirme, for then 
the ſimpleſt of his readers might have replied,that thoſe Churches 


f, 


ery, then ſuch as were already brought to the faith, which were (a3 

his Refuter truely avoucheth, neither can the DoRor deney jt) but 

a fewe, like tothe nomber of C hriſtians which was in London and 

the rownes about it in Q. Maries daies, or which now is in Paris,or 

ſome Ciries in Fraunce. Wherefore to ſay as he did, that the (hurche: 

were greas Cuties ec.) might better ſerve his turne (as the Refuter: 

judged) ro dazell theeies of the ſimple, that they might thinke the 

The Dot. people of thoſe Churches to be(well ncere if not CO _ m2- 
uſerh cun- ny as the cities conteyned. Now the D.to purge himſclfe from [0 
ning in. MS foule an mputation tharkerh God that he ss free bath fr:m deſire ard in» 
_ p*"t®”" tent of doxaling the exes of the ſimple: but, (this notwithſtanding) ict the 

ut yetin l - EY 

vane readcr obſerve the cunning which he uſeth in this purgation, The: 
intent of dazcling he diſckaymethz bur he contradifteth not that 

which his rct: objze&eth,vz.chat he would have his reader to think, 

- that thoſe Churches contayned as many people as the cities didz 

The D. _ onely hequarrelleth with him, pag. 54. for ſtrayning his words t# 
uarrell 15 qhje meaning,as if he had ſayd,eh.t ll the people wn the carte and Country 


fond and padbene a rhat tee Chriſtians; which is in deed a caulles quarrell & 
eauſlcfic. f , L p.1 fond 


(for the preſent)conteined no more of the people, in City or Coii-, 


2 
re 
by 
n 
' 
þ 1 
F 
[ 
q 
4 
( 
| 
| 
| 
| 
{ 
- 


# 


a fond cavill, ſcing in the D: logick &divinity, here is a great diffe- 
rence betwene theſe two ſpeaches. AU the perple of the citie 5 country 
were Chriſtians, and, the Church conteyned Withm her circute all the peo« 
ple of city and countrey: for though herejeR the former as abſurd,yet 
he maintayneth the latter for a ſound poſition. Elſe why doth be 
not interprete himſclfe to have ſpoken (according to an vſuall me- 
tonymy) of the chriſtian people onely? q. d. The 7. Churches 
> were the chriſtians, which then inhabited the cities and countries 
adjoyning. Why doth he rather chooſe (pag. 53.) to explaine his 
meaning thus, T be Churches were, (that is contayned) not onely the cities, 
but the eount»#e, and toilluſtrate his interpretatio by ſuch an inſtance 
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n as this. A men 3 not onely body but = alſo:that is ,v1an conſiſteth of body 
is and ſoul; or, Whole man contemeth theſe ro parts: for if every of the 7. 
at Churches doth ſo contayne citic and countrie, or conſiſt of thoſe 
er two partes, as a man conteineth, (or conliſteth of ) ſoule and body: 
% then both the whole citic and the whole countrie adjoyning, muſt 
a. neceſſarily concurre to the yery cſſence or being of che Churchz & 
n conſ-quently ( in his eſtimation and ynderſtanding) none of thoſe 
'; Churches did confiſt of (or containe,) onely a fewe of the people 
F (as a parte) of citic and countrie, but rather all in generall. Where- 
ys WM foreithe will cleare himſclfe of char foule imputation, which he ſe. 
t meth fo farr to abhorrez let him deale plainely and diſclaime his 
4 conſtcu&ion, he now infurceth(of conteyning both citie& coun- 
r trie) and ſtick to the uſuall metonymie, of the chriſtian people in citis 
q and conntrie. $0 his arguments will ſtand in this forme. 

, Whatſoever Church m S. fobns time Was, or corntuyned, the chriſtian 
R people of an Who's citie and countris adjoyning: the (ame Was properly a dw- 


veſe, yea ſuch a dioceſe as ours are. 

But every of the 7. Churches of Aſia Was or contayned in S. {chns time 
4 the chriſtian people of an whole cite and countri: adjoyning. T herefore, every 
6 of thiſe 7. Churches, Was properly a dioceſe; yea ſach a dioceſe as ours ir. 

, If it pleaſe the D.(in his next )to give allowance vnto this forme, 
? his afſamptis will (perhaps) be allowed to paſſe, with ſome conni- 
vence till there be ſome good cauſe of calling it into queſtion: but 
ke will finde it a labour ſurpaſſing all his (kill and ſtrength,to make 
good the propoſitio. Whertore I have litle hope that he will make 
/ this exchange; ſing he indeavoureth his beſt, to juſtify aſwell the 
, words as the matter of his firſt aſumprio aga.nk his refur: excep- 
| Cc tons, 
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Concerning the words, firſt; i 5e (faith the. D.) {6 frange « thing 
with our learned Refiacr that. the name of the cntie ſhould be groen to the 
Church? Let him looks back to Apoc.1. 11. he ſhall find that the 7.Churcha 
Were Epheſus Smyrna Se, | anſwere, the Ref: (how vnlearned ſoever 
in the cies of the D.) hath no necd to learne at his hands, that the 
name of a citie may be ( and with ecclc{ialticall writers is) put, me- 
tonymice, for the Church which was-in that citic:yer will 1t nor be 
very ealy for the D. to thew us,that the Apoſtlcs uſed this phraſe of 
fpeach in their writings. For when they ſpeak (nor of the place or 
citic it ſelfe but) of the Church fearcd in any citie, they uſually ex- 
plaine the'elves by ſome ſuch words as theſe. T he Church which u uw 
Ieruſalem or Antioch &c. At.$.1.and 11.22.and 13.1. 1.Cor-1.2. 
Apo. 2.12. 18,and 3. 1.7, T be Church of the T heſſalontans, Smeyrnie 
ans &c. 1, Thell. 1. 1. Apoc. 2.8. and 3. 14. T be Saints at feruſalem 
Liddacxe. AQ. 8.13,22. Ephel.1.1.Pbil. 1.1. 2. As for the words 
of Apoc. 1.11; (wherevnto he ſendeth his Refuter to learne that 
the 7. Churches were Ephcſus Smyrna &c. )let hun know, that he 
hath learning enovgh,ro ſce that the D.glofle hath no warrant fro 
the text. The words are, k '5 pempſon tas ec cleſrars tazs en Aſoa,eu Epheſmn, 
ki ewSmurnan, cc. And (cnd to the 7. Churches which arcin Alia, 
at Epheſus and ar Smyrna &c for it is no ſtrange thing to finde, ea 


warrant of put tor ex: and our latin tranſlators (as the vulgar, Vatablus, Bcza 


&c.)doe with one conſent turne es Epheſon cc. Epheſi(vel Epheſo) 
Smyrna &c. I wiſhthe D. to ſce whether the Holy Ghoſt himſclte 
(the beſt interpreter of himſclf)doth not turne cis Epheſon,eu Smyr- 
wax &c. APOC, 1. 11. by en Epheſo,en Smyrna, &c. Apoc. 2.1. $.12- 
18. and 3.1.7. 14. And, as little ſkill as the Refuter hath in the 
tongues, yet hath he obſerved thus much, that when the Apoſtles 
m their writings, doe note the perſons to whom any letter or me{- 
fige is (cnt, they doe, either uſe the dative caſe, (as here tas eccleſs- 


ats, (0 elſewhere bumwmn apeFtale ro you is the word of ſalvation ſent , 


AR.13.26 hon epempſa bumin | have (Er Timothe to you 1Cor. 4-17, 
ſee the like Phil. 2. 19. Math 20, 16, Apoc. 11, 10.) or elſe they 
take the prepoſition pros , as when Paul ſent Ty chicus to the Ephe- 
fians, Colo!fians,he ſaith bow epempſ pros bumes.Ephe.5.22.Colol., 
4.8.ſce the like Luk, 7.19. Ioh. 16.3. Ats.19,31.and 23.30.1it, 
3-12. As for the propolition «« 12 crabaſlages &c, it doth alwayes 

' nos 


\ adds 
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[ib. 3: Th ch not the Cite. . Cr, 
note the place and not the perlons,as may be ſcene in theſe and the 
like Math. 2.8, &20, 2.Luc.rs5. 15. & 16.27, AR.10. 5. and 17. 
10, and 19, 22. and 20. 17. 2 Tim. 4. 12. But this difference is 
moſt clearely tro be diſcerned, where the perſons and places arc 
mentioned togither.Luc. 1, 26. 37. the Angel Gabriel was ſent 
from God (« pokn)vnto a citic of Galile, called Nazareth (pros par- 
thrnon)ro A virgin &c.and 4.26,vnto none of them([{c.the wydowes 
of Iſra:1)was Elias (ent, but onely ow Sarepia &c. (pro; gunaikz che- 
rev. ) to Sarapta &c. to a widowe there. Sec At.g. 2.and 15, 2.in 
which laſt place as ſome tranſlators take e« for ex(as the Syrian in- 
terpreter,/teblus and the vulgar) ſo our engliſh interpreters (elder 
and later) uſc a tranſpoſition of words, thus, rs Jeruſalevs, wnto the 
Apoſtles & Eld:r5; which tranſpoſition though they uſe nor, neyther 
Apoc.1. 11. nor Tit, 3. 12. (where Paul faith, make haſt co come 
to me pros me,ess Njcopolin)ro me,vnto Nicopolis, yet the meaning 
of the ſpirit of God in theſe later places, is the ſame with the for. 
mer;namely after the mention, of the perſons to whom, to add the 
places alſo, vnto which repaire was to be made. And as the D.diſ- 
cretion did ſee this, in Pauls ſpeach ynto Titus (liv. 4. pag. 107.) 
to wit, that thoſe words (ew nicopolin) were neceſſarily adJed, be- 
cauſe elſe Titus ſhould have ben vyacertein; borh Where Paule wits to be 


fund; end Whether be was to goe: {o dourtleſle (if prejudice had nor 


blinded his cies)his diſcretion would have led him to ſee alſo, that 
thoſe words(e« Epheſon &c.Apoc. 1.11.)were noleile neceſſarie, to 

ive vnto Tohn ſure direRion, unto what parts of Aſia he was to 
9h in what cities thoſe Churches had their aſſemblies, vnta 
which he was — to ſend, the things which were revealed to 
him, Wherefore, it his learning ſerve him,to adjudge it a moſt ab- 
ſurd colle&ion, and a ſenfles perverting of the meaning of Gods 
ſpirit, for any man to ſay that the (criprure teſtifieth Paul to be Nie 
copolis, Tit. 3.12. & the Apoſtles and Elders to be Ieruſalem, AR. 


15. 2. then may the indifferent reader yery well wonder atthe D, The readee 
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overſight, in affirming (ſo confidently as he doth) that the 7. > Pro 


Churches wereEpheſus,Smyrna &c.&rhar this is ro be foadApoe, 
1. 11. But 3; togive the D. the utmoſt advantage he can deſire, fights. 
from thoſe words eis Epheſon kgs Smyrnen &c. Apoc.t.11; (viz.that 
they are thus to be interpreted, q. d. ro the Church ar Epheſus 


&c, and conſequently that the nameof the citic is put by a meto- 
Cc 3 nym 


OVYCr- 


.20E 0.3. Fir : wot ample Cities with Conmiry ad/opning.C.r, 
nymy tor the Church im the citie) how wil this warrant him to ſay, 
that the 7. Churches were Ephclus Smyrna &c.or rather(as at the 
ficlt he ſayd) that the 7, Churches were great and ample cities &c, 

* tis weil known that Achaia was alarge countric and contained 
ſundric provinces (ſee Aret: in AR. 18. 27. and Hiper: 1 Cor.1, 
I.) and when the Apoſtle ſayth ( 2. Cor. 9. 2.) that Achaia wa 
prepared a yeare agoc, for their benevolence to the Saints; it muk 
be conteiled that by Achaia, he meaneth (as he interpreteth him- 
lelfe cap, 1.1.) all the ſaints that werein all Achaia: yet were ita 
ſtcange ſpeach (and ſach as | ſuppoſe as the D. learned earcs are 
vnacquayntcd with) ro ſay, that they whoſc harts the Apoltle had 
prepared, were a large country and contayncd many provinces, 

But to proceed, the D. for a new ſupplie, telleth us, « s [6 4ſuall 
with good Authors, fÞ:cking of Byſhops, to ſay, they were Byſhops of ſuch # 


Ther. Juchacitie that be might fill a volum with quot at191 to this purpoſe, In deed, 


hath filled he hath filled a grear part of a great volume with quorations and 
his great teltimonies, that are to as littic purpoſe as theſe which prove that 
volume, nomidoubteth of, & left the mayn matrer in queſtio, d-ſticure of 
with qu® a1] releite: for wheras he ſhould have ſh:wed, that it is uſual! with 
euons,*'s goodauthors, ſpcaking of the Ch: in the Apoftles rymes to ſay(3s 


what wo he doth, )chat they were great and ample cities, & not cities alone, 


man doub- bur alſo the countries adjoyning: he wholly ſilenceth this point, 
ted of, and and telleth us, that many good authors doe intitle the Byſhops of 
eavetn ſucceeding ages Byſhops of this or that citie, but he had reaſon to 
the maine doe ſo, for the form:r is indeed ſo vncooth, that he hath not any 
quethon . : - EE 
withous One good author to cleare him fro ſingularity in an abſurd phraſe 
wlccfe, Of ſpeaking: bur the later he found himlclfe well able to confirms, 
and therefore ( to {2nd him home his owne words pag. 54+) ful ſo- 
berly he goeth about ir, telling us, that be conld fill 4 volume With 
quot.itians, but a few teſtwontes ſhall ſafſice, and very learnedly out of his 
reading he (heweth, that, Enuſcbie /a:th Evodius Was the firſt,and [enath- 
us the ſecond Byſhep of Antioch, and th mr, [enatins Woritong to Policarpmn, 
fialeth bimſelfe Byſhop of Antioch. As if the Church of Antioch muſt 
needs be a great citie, becauſe Antioch was ſo,whereas the D. him- 
ſelfe acknowledgerh, thar for 200. yeares and more, it could 
ſcarcely be yerched of any citic or coinry, that they were all Chiſti- 
ans. All the reft of his teſtimonies are not oncly after diviſion of 


parilbes, ( as himſclfe ſayth ) but allo after Conſantines ties 
when 


Lib. 3. Firſt Churches not Duceſes of City ry Country, C. 7. 
when whole cities with their countries adjoyning were ſubje&- 


ed ro the fayth, and therefore if they proved(as they doe nor) 
that they had ſayd , the Churches were then great cities; yer 


would ic not have jullifyed him , in fo atfirining of the 7, 
Charches in S. Iohns time. 

To come at length from the words to the' mater of his aſ- 
ſumption, whereas the Refurer rold him, that the 7, Churches, Ga : 
coul-4 not conteine the p2ople of thoſe cities, becauſe ſome fewe - OP 
onely were true chriſtians; the generality of them remeyning pa- = Gd 266 

21s: the D. not daring ro contradi& him herein, yet quarrel. pag, 62. 
Fi with his proofes, and faine would maintaine (if he could) 
that the Church conteyned both citie & countrey though the 
chriſtians were never ſo fey. Firlt therefore becauſe he ſhewed 
out of Euſebius (lib, 4. carp. 1 5)that Policarpus Biſhop or pa- 
tor of the Church at S:nyrna, was martyred by the rage of the 1", P- 
malritude, and that in the fight of his owne people: the D. ( h:- prong 

, , - at his Reb. 
ving {cotted at his learning & reading ) addeth that which doth and ver 
not onely juſtific his Refurer afſerrion; bur alſo confute his o#n, juſtifierk 
Every body kn-weth( (ah be )that in all civics and countries for the face of al- his aſſer= 
wil 300. y:ares, the Coriſtiant Were prrſecuted by the Genvles, Every bo- ©400 204 
dy rh-rctore knoweth, (ay 1, that the Churches in $. Tohns ryme condem- 
muſt n:eds conſiſte of a very fewe, in compariſon of the reſt; and O 
ther:fore neyther were the cictes the Churches, neyther did the ; 
Churches contein the people thereof. 2. Againe, whereas the 
Refuter added,that the Church of Smyrna Wrizmg of the ſaydmertyr- 

&m of Policarpus, intitleth herlelte, the Church of God Which is at, 

Smyrn 1,& therfore asked, whether a who! dwce[c? or country of Chriſtians 

&1mbabute Smyrna? the D. (ayth, itis ev obi-(F;m ſcarce Worth the an= 
ſwrrmg,bur yer vouchſaferh ir a frivolous anſwer,vz.thet the whole di. 

«eſe v.11 ſe (224 chrefly in th: citie,as the ſauls which ts 11 a'l the bodie is {azd 
to be 14 the h:ad& ml that though by the (\urch at Sreyr:.a,we ſhould vuder- 


Se, 15.44 


and onely, that p wt which did inhabute the citic; yet the naming ut the 


(burch which is a Smyrna , excladeth not the (*burches im the 6eun« 
tre from beang of the ſame body or di»ceſe withie, Whereunto for re- 
ply , firſt to the laſt; whit mcaneth he to begs that which he 
ſhould prove rather, ( if he could ) to witr, that there were 
CHYRCHES in the Country, which were parts of the ſame body 

= Wick 


The D, 
begege th 
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with the Church in the citie? for it this cannot be proved ; the for. 
mer part of his anſwere is abſurd,where he compareth the Church 
in the city to the head of the body . For it is a monſtruous body, 
that hath eyther no body ar all, or an head bigger then all the reſt 
of the budy. Moreover, to burie in filence his unſcemly ( may 

The D.c- I not ſay blaphemous) compariſon,in comparing a Dioceſan Ch: 

pariſon is {cated 1n the citie to Gods fitting in heaven; how abſurd is he in 

more then comparing the Dioceſe to the ſoule, which is in the head and in all W 

vnſremcly the body beſides? For what ſhall the body be (trow ye)if the whole 

& abſurd. 15;ceſe be the ſoule ? The City ( he ſaith) is the head; the country 
pariſhes (belike ) are the reſt of the members; the citic and coun» 
try zoyned togither , do make the Dioceſe: yet the Diocelc is not 
the body ; but the ſoule of the body. 

Herevnrco I may adde,that which is obje&ted(pag. 5 5.of the Re- 
furers anſw.) from the text of holy ſcripture. T be epiitles were dre- 
Ad to the eAngelof the (burch in Epheſus, m Smyrne , &C. and not of E- 
phrſiu the (* burch, of Smyrna the Church ce. as if the Whole cities Were the 
({rches . The DoRors anſwere (pag. 62) is,that although the Whol 
citie of Epheſus , meaning Coostas, Was not the ( hurch wntil it Was wholy 
converted to (briſtianity; yet the Whole cutie (meaning mbs) Was conteyned 
within the circuits of the Church, intended by the Apoſtles &c. neuher u «t 
material that. the ( burcb ts ſayd to have bene m Epheſus, ſeing, m urbe tbe 
Church Was cheefely ſeated, as Was ſaid belore . 1] ſuppoſe the Retuter 
is not ignorant of that difference,which the learned hy ſtorians put 
kerweene «rbs & civitar, Vrbs ( ut M. Varro lib. 1. linguz latinz 
tradit ) ab orbe & urno, quz pars eſt aratri deducirur:circum 
dividebantur enim aratro,loca extruendo oppido delignata, & (ut 
ait Servius ) ſulco muri defignabantur, Civitas autem tametſ1 pro 
urbe oppidove frequenter uſurpatur, proprie tamen ipſa eſt civium 
kowoma et ſocietas; moribus legibuſque inſtitutis gubernata; nam 
et hi qui paſſim trac aliquo habitant , yidem legibus er inſti- 
tutis uſt , Civitas dicuntur Czlari . ( fic haber Toach: Vadianus 1n « 
Epitome trium terrz partium pag. 34. & 35. Imprefl, Tiguri, An- 
NO 1534. ) Butwhar uſe doth the Door make of this diffcrence? 
T be Whole cxtie meaning (ruitas (faith he ) Was net the {| buych till it 4 
Wholly converted to Chriftiavitize. Well, then it ſeemerh, when he ſaith, 
#he ( hurches werecitses, he tooke not the word citie for cvitzs, which 
cheefly noteth the people that live in a communion togither = 

cn 
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as then acknowledpgeth, he tooke the word citic for that which is cal- 
<> led wrbs; the walls and howles within which , the citizens, for the 
ly, greater part , Were incloſed. If ſo; he ſheweth himſclfe too abſurd, 
> to bz confuted with any other argument, then ſuch as is framed in 
2 Bocardo, If not , we may then(with good leave I hope )conclude, 
h: that ſeing the Church of Epheſus was neythet «rbs nor cvites,ther- 
in fore it cannot at all be truely ſayd co be the citie, much lefle both 
all W citic and country.And to whar ule then ferveth (it I may be ſo bold 
le to ask once againe) that dift-rence he yeelderh betweeneurbs & c- 
ry uitas? Forſooth the whole citie m.aning «rbs was conteyn- 
Ne ed within the circuircof the Church intended by the Apoſtles. 
ot Well, and may not the ſame be {ayd of the whole citic meaning ci- 


vitas?Elſe why doth he tell u>,that when the Apoſtles planted pres- 

byrers in every Cite, they intended the converſion of thewholeci- 

tie and country by their Miniſteric ? Thus wiſely hath the Door 
ditinguſhed betweenc wbs & Cruuar , that what he aftirmeth or A diftinQt. 
denieth of the one;the ſame in his underſtanding, muſt be affirmed 22 Withour 
or denied of the other. As for that he add« th, to ſhewe his undec- _y 
ſtanding of the text, ſc. that, he Church was ſeated (not wholly but) ; 
cheefly in «rbe z eyther beggeth the maine queſtion, (as before was 

woted ) it he think there were ſome other Churches in the Coun- The Do&, 
try, that were parts of the ſame Dioceſan body; or he diſſenteth beggerh, 
not from his Refurer, if he think the Chriſtians inhabiting ſome 9r elle c6- 


It townes and hamletts in the coun: ry, did ordinarily aſſemble with _ _ 
z thoſe of che citie, for the publick works of Gods worſhip. $ refur: 
n Thus have we heard all that the Doctor can ſay in defenſe of his Se. 16.24 
e aamprion, as he ficlt delivered it, when he fayd, thiſe Charcbes were A. 8p. 
0 great and ample cities & As for the change which he hath now made 5% 

n choile of, viz . that they conteyned both the cities and countries 

n adjoyning , he hath nothing elſe in detenſe thereof, then a naked 

. repetition (in a manner ) of that which was before delivered, to 

14 MF {lp the conſcquence of his reaſoning: yet I will vouchſafe ro me- 

- tion it, leaſt he ſhould think berrer of it then ic deſerverh. 7fany wa 

? #k ((a:th he ) byw it may be ſa1d, that the (hurch eoneyned (ity and Coun- 

I trye, when bat a few Chriſtians m compariſon of the beathen , were mn ezther 


of both . 7 anſwere ( as before )that the creunte of the Church or Divceſe Wee 
1 the (ame, when there were fiwt, and When there vere many,yea when all Werg 
c (biſtians. His former anſwere (whercto he nowe referreth vs) a6 
» I $rmcth the ciccuirs of the Churches to be the ſame, aſwell _—_ 
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the diviſion of pariſhes as aftzr, (not aRually but onely) inthe in. 
tention of the Apoliles or firſt founder. Which limitation he reme. 
breth again in that anſwere, which was laſt examined in the former 
{c&ion. Andif hedoe here alſo vnderſtand it, why doth he con- 
cealc it? Is it, becaulc in thoſe places he had not direRtly to deals 
with his afſumprion, as now he hath; and he would not ſo plainej 
diſcover to his reader, how farg he goerh (in this defence) from the 
wordes of his aſſumprion as he firit layd it downe in his ſermon? 
For, for this caulc it ſcemeth, he choſe rather to rejeR that claule,f 
great and ampl: Cuties, whiles hewas yet in examining the conſequice 
of his argument. And it had bene too much to lay before the cies 


TheD. ot hisreader at once, all three changes or alterations ; that une of 
hatnz, turning Were into conteined, when in ſtead of this they were ciria, he 
alteratios, 


nw faith, they conteyned ghe cities &C, is more then he can well defend. But 
defond one ÞEfOre I conteto tric the ſtrength of his defence; [ muſt alitle ber- 
of them. Tr fifre the chaungling he giveth vs in fteed of the former afſum- 
prion viz. that the ercuite of every one of theſe 7. Churches conteyned 
beth the citie end countrie adjoyning. Firſt therefore I demaund 
what he meaneth by cirie and countrie? whether thoſe parts of the 
ancient dioceſe, which he calleth parockien ka: choran (ſerm. pag. 25, 
and def.pag. 13.and 36.) that is the citie with the ſuburbs andthe 
whole countrie ſubje& to the citie? If ſo, then this whole circuite, 
(in his vnderfiading)was the circuite of every of thoſe 7.Churches, 
But then, Idemaund againe, did thoſe Churches containe in 
their circuite, only the walles, dwelling houſes and feildes, ard 
nor alſo the people inhabiting within that circuice? if he ſhould 
either exclude all the people or include all, (the ſtate of thoſe times 
being ſuch; that the generall multicude in all citics and countrey 
were Pagans, as he confefſeth pag. 5 4. ) he ſhould contradi& both 
himſclfe & the truth which he delivererh, p.3.& 5. where he ſaith, 
that- eccleſ;a un all places of the new T element (excepting A. 1.) it approe 


priated to the comp mie of the fauthfull, and / 2m 4 companie of men cal-( 


, that is to ſay, « compnie of 


led out of the World unto ſalvation by Chri 
Cbriſtians. Wherefore,as I will not doe him that wrong,to think he 
meaneth by citie and countrey, the houſes and feildes onely: ſoif 
queſtion be made, what people he incloſeth, within the circuite of 
thoſe Churches(or of the cities and countries, which, he ſaith,they 
gontayned) vnleſſe he will depart from rhe truth, and that with 
contradi&on to himſelf, he muſt acknowledge that ke meaneth 
ROOG 


_— 


© cher. chen the Chriſtian people of thoſe cities & the ©O 
yoing... And yer, i he ict cvery Church. fo nacrow'a 
compalle, for the dick it conteined;who will be huu, 
(or how. will he perſwade and prove) that the whale citic meaning 
Yb: ( ro uſe his owne wordes ) and the whole countrie belo 
ing to the citie, was conteyned within the circunte of the 
for ſince the Church -of any ccitic or place, is nothinge llc, 
but the any of Chriſtians there. If it be abſurde 
to ſay, that a (mall companie of Chriſtians (not an handfull toa 
great heape in compariſon of the heathen , that filled citic & coun- 
trie) did containe in their circuite, an whole citic, with the whole 
countrie adjoyning: then is it no leſſe abſurd toaftirme the ſame, 
of any Church, which is inticuled the Church of this or that ctie, 
yea, take all the people of any citie or countricz who is ſo ſimple, 
but he knoweth that the citice and countrie containeth them,and 
not they the citie? Wherefore, though, all the people had bene con- 
verted to Chriſtianity: yet had it ws") Aa error both in logick 
and philoſiphic to ſay that. the Church did comtayne the citie and the coun» 
trie, To leave then, the naturall and proper {ignification of citic & 
countrie: and to'carrie the words by an uſuall meronymie vnto the 


- people (qd. they coteined citie & countrie,thatis,the people of ci» 


tic& countrie)I deſire to be informed from his owne mouth, whe- 
ther he meane thoſe people onely, that had already receyved the 
fayth, or thoſe alſo, that were in time to be converted? The former 
doth beſte with that foundation, layd by him in this defence 
(chap. 2. ſeR. 2, and 3.) where he reſtreyneth (as before is ob(er- 
ved) both the name and nature of a Church vnto a company of 
Chriſtian people, burſo ſinall a companie as at that time imbraced 
Chriſtianity,will fall farr hart of his purpo(c; not onely of condus 
ding the Churches to be properly dioceſes; but alſo,of incloſing, 
within that whol flock or Church, over which the Presbyters were 
made Byſhops,(AR&.20.28.)the whole number of ſuch as belong. 


'ed to God, in citic and .countriezeven thoſe that ſhould afterwards 


imbracethe faith,aſwell as thoſe that made prelent profeſſion ther- 
of, for ſo he ynderſtandeth that ſcripture (ſerm. pag. 18. def. pag. 
66.) and therefore inferreth(ſerm. pag. 19.) that the Preſbytericy 
1a the Apoſtles times were appointed to whole cities and countrics 
annexed, that they might both convert them, & feed them being 
conmerted: (as a lite atter he faith, were pro vided, net onely for the cirics 

Dd thew-ſe/ves 


IT. 

_ A contra- 
diction in 
the Dot. 
underſtan- 
ding ot the 
worde 
Church, & 
a childith 
Errour, 


The D, aſ- 
fumprtion 
ſeniles & 
abſurd: & 
his defenſe 
of it much 
more, 


Sect. I7. 


Erb. 3. Men not converted, not 
themſctve,, bit alfs for the Countries adjoywmge, which were converteder tg 
be convened. Which words doe clearely , hoy that by the Citics & 
Countries{which at firſt, he ſaid, were the Churches; now he laith 
were conreined in the circuite of the Churches) he meaneth all the 
people in generall, and notthoſe fewe onely thar were already con. 
verted. Bur in this conſtruction of his words(beſides an apparant 
contradiftion with himſclf, in a maine principle of Chriſtian doc. 


trine, which reſtraineth the name of a Church ro a companie of - 


Chriſtian people : ) he talleth into a childiſh error ( farre vnbeſee. 
ming a DoRor in divinitie) in breaking downe that partition wall, 
whickall ſound divines have ſet , berwene the viſible Churches of 
Chriſte; and the inviſible company of the cle&e, not yer brought 
home vnto rhe faith. For howſoever ſuch as God appointcd vnto 
life,and intendeth in time to call,arc in his account members of his 
inviſible Churchzyerir is againſt comon ſenſe,as well as the groiids 
of true divinitic z to reckon them for parts of the viſible Church, 
which as yer have had no manner of emrance into Chriſtianity , 
In this ſenſe therefore ( which his ſermon and the defence thereof 
aymcth ar)I rejeR his aflſumprion as an abſurd and ſenſles politis, 

And the detenſe which he tendreth,is much more abſurd, when 


he ſaith,that the circuite of the Church \vas the ſame, vwben there were fiw & 


when there were many, yea When all were Chriſtians . For vntill countrie 
rownes were converted , and (ubjc&ed to the over ſight of the Bi- 
ſhop of the City adjoyninge; how could they and their people, be 
reputed parts of the Citie-Church,or incloſed within her circuite? 
Wherefore ſince it is confeſſed ( ſerm . pag. 24. ) that Country 
rownes remeined heatheniſh for a time, after the converſion of the 
Citie; it muſt be confeſſed alſo, that the Churches circuite at the 
firſt, did not incloſe the Countrie villagies, as it did afterwardes . 
Notwithſtanding, to juſtify his former aſſertion ; he alleadgeth, 
that there Were no more Brſhops ſet over the (ity and Country, When all Wert 
(riſtians, then when there Were but a fewe ; the ſame Bulhop of the City hae 
Ving juriſdiftion, , over all the (briſtians both in the City and.the ((cut'y, 
aſw-1l when all were Chriſtians, as When but a ferre. He would have (ad, 
that the Biſhops which ſucceeded ſome ages afterin the ſame City, 
had the ſame juriſdiction orer all the people of City and Country, 
when they were all converted to the faith;which the firſt apoltolike 
Bilbops, had over thoſe fewe in the City & Country ado) ning ns 
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firſt yeelded obedicnceto the Goſpell . For he acknowledgeth 
(Def. pag. 54. ) thatir could ſcarce be verified, in any place till 
Conſtantines time (wl:ich was above 200. yeares after the Apoltle 
lokns daies)thar all the people of City & Country were Chriſtians. 


Bat with what bands can the D. tie togither theſe parts of his rea- With what 


foning? The Biſhops in Conſtantines time and atrer, had the hke 
juriſdiRion, over all the people of City and Country, that the firlt 


* Apoſtolike Biſhops, had over thoſe fewe that firlt imbraced Chriſ- 
tianity. Therefore, the circuite of the Church was at the ficit,when parts of his 
* they were but fewe, the ſame that it was atter, when all became rcaloning? 


Chriſtizans.Is there not much more probability in this colequence? 
The Biſhops in Conſtantines daics and after,had the like juriſdifti- 
on over all the people of City and Country,that the farit apoſtolike 
Bilhops had over thoſe fewe, which at firſt umbraced Chriſtianity . 
Ergo, the circuite of the Church and Biſhops charge,was farrleſſe, 
whiles there were but a fewe3zthenit was when all the people of Ct- 
ty and Country were converted vnto the Chriſtian faith, Which of 
theſe two hath more probability I leave to the indifferent reader 
to judge, Wherefore till the D, can make good the conſequence of 
his reaſoninge all the proofes which he braggeth of tor the de. 
monſtration of his antecedent ( the aucientelt of thera being atter 
the ficſt 300, yeares, as appeareth ( Det. pag. 35. &c. ) doe give 
juſt occaſion of returning into his owne booſome that definitive 
{:ntence, which he dclivereth againft his oppoſites, viz.that the ge- 
nerall conſent and perperuall practiſe of all Chriſtendome ſince the 
Apollles times, ought without copariſon to prevayle with all men 
(in perſwading the ro acknowledge, that every Churches circuite, 
was much inlarged, by the gencrall converſion of all, in Cities and 
Countrey townes : ) above the authority of a fewe, ſelt-conceited 
perſons (ſuch as the D. and his aſſociates) not {o ſingular for lear- 
ninge, as they are fingular in opinion: when they would make the 
- world belceve if rhey could, that every Churches circune, was the 
ſame at firft, when bur a fewe imbraced the faith;rh:at it was after, 
whe all the people of City & Country, were mad: members of one 
dioceſan Church. If the D.(h111 flie(as to a Sanuory)!'o bis former 
evaſion, viz.that the ( #: create contend at the firſt buth{ irc arr yn the 
with of the Apoſt.or firft founders, T haue enough alrcady laid, to drive 
him out of this ſtarting hole, unleſs he ca provide {ome berter for- 
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fication, to releeve kimſelfe in'this behalfe. Buthe ſuppolerh;thar 
he hath ſufficiently fortified his aſſumpris by repairing the breach. 
es, which his Refauter had made, in the reaſon, which: his-ſermon 
tendred in defence thereof. 

ry words ws —T_—_ our _ Chrift writing to the Cha ch. 
« of Aſia; nuw wt 7: and nawin mepall , an d ( ſome of them 
mother-citics of Aſia, (aith, the 7: | du om. rows ohe - 

Churches; «t cannot be denzed that the Churches wherecf they were Byſhcpr, 
Were great «nd eitie, end not the cur alone, but the cow tries adjoy. 
ming. From hence his Refuter drewe this connexive ſyNogiſme; (an. 
fwere p. 5 5- if our Sarvour Writing to the Churches of Aſia, numbreth vt 
y. and ſome of threy mother cuties; ohes they Were great and ample cr:165, and 
wot the cities alone but the countries adjoyning: But our Saivwour ec. Ergo, 
Now the D.miſliking the frame of this argumenr,referreth him to 
kis former manner of arguing ({c&.2.pag.42-43.)where he ſhew- 
ethhow this lyllogiſmeis to be framed; and there we find a double 
proof layd downe indefence of his aflumption, as he hath now ſha- 
ped it, vz. that, the 7. Churches contained Yyithn ther 61 curte the cities and 
emnuntries adjoyning the which he affirmeth to be proved, firſt joynh 
Sw, if they. (\burchbes within their circuste comprizedl all the (hurches m 
Aſie, thin all both in outies and countries. Bue the firſt i true: for our Sav- 
exy Chrift Writing to the (hurches in Aſia, comprizeth all wnder theſe 7.4 


berg the principell,and mg Within their cirewee all the reſt .Concer- 
ning the Dog. , joyntly, let us voratly obſerve: firſt that he concea- 
Jeth his concluſion; ſecondly, that he from the words 


laid downe inhis ſermon: and thirdly that he followeth not his 
owne direRions giuen for the reducing of an Enthymeme, or con- 


3. Faults at nexive argument, into-a ſimple ſyllogiſme, 1. we need not mervile 


why he concealeth his concluſton; the reaſon is apparant: he con- 
cluJcth not his aſſumption, which is in queſti6. For his propoſitis 
being ſuch as it is,(v2. that if the 7. ( burcbes comprized within theire civ+ 
cwite all the Churches «mn Aſia; "then all both w: cities and countries) his con- 
cluſion muſt be this & none other;thatthe 7. Churches did com- 
prize within their circuiteall the Churches that were both in the ci- 
ties and countries of Aſia: a point farr diffcriag, from that which 
himſclfc propoſed to prove; to wir, thee- the 7, Churches within 
their circuite conteyned both the cities and countries adjoyningy 
thatis, (as himſclfe explaineth his owne meaning pag. 52. he cir- 
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cuicc-of every one of thoſe 7. Churches conteyned both the citie 
andicountry adjeyning for the conſequence of his propoſition (as 
he hath propoſed it)runneth more currant then it wouldzif he had 
fayd,as he ſhould, thus.. If the 7, Churches compriſed within their 
gircuice all the Churches in Aſia ;| then every. of thoſe 7. Churches 
contzyned in her circuire, the whole citie with: the country adjoy- 
ning. For here.a-man might very wel deny, the coſequentzalthough 
he (awe berrer proof, then the D-: hath brought, for the juſtifying 


of the Antecedent. 2. But when deparcerh he fro the words of his 


*Ermon; both in the antecedent, & in the proſyllogiime or confir- 


mation' therof? when he ſaid', that our Saviour writing to the 
Churches 10 Aſia, comprezzth «fl vnder theſe 7. as being the principall &, 
For taking ir for graunted that there were more Churches 1n Aſia, 
then thoſe. 73 and that our Saivour in writing: by name to theſe, 
did intend vndcr- their names'to write'to all the reſt: could the 
D.imagine that any man; which denie thoſe other Aſian Churches 
to be writen vnto, would upon his bare word, imbrace that which 
now he affirmerh? ſ.z. that our Saviour in writing toall the Ches of 
Aſia, comprizech all vnder theſc ſeven as being the principall, and 
conteyning within their circuiteall the reft? This later(I'graunt)is 
more dire for his purpoſe, I meane; to prove that thoſe 7; chur- 
ches ( at leaſt ſome of chem if not all) were Dioceſes; in aſmuch as 


other Churches were conteyned (as he ſuppoſeth)within their cir- 
cuite: but he ( as ofcen before) ſheweth himſelf anotable erifler,in 


begging the queſtion, when he taketh this for graunted, which, he The Do. 


could not but know, without good proof would never be yeelded: beggeth. 
yet he dealt wiſcly in not attempting;whar he could not effe&; for 

if thoſe Churches of Coloſſy, Hicrapolis, &Troas, mentioned in the 

(criprture, were not within Aſia ( as he mainteyneth pag.61.) and if 

thoſe of Magneſia & Trallis,recorded in other writers, cannot be 13. 
proved(as he ſaith p.62) to have bene Churches in. Iohns time: A coamun- 


: all the world may wogder what records he wil bring to prove, that _ -@ 


there were any other Churches in Afia;thentheſe 7; which his text 
nameth? And yet-unleſſe he prove alſo that thoſe other Churches 
(how many or fevve ſoever)vrererconteyned within the circuite of 
thoſe 7. or ſome of rh& he muſt be mach beholding to his reader, 
if he wil take his naked affirmarion,for ſufficient warrantiſe in this 
behalf. 3. And fince hexejeReth that connexive forme of reaſon- 


Dd 3 ing, 


yy it: 4 


* 4 Saf, we | *4& / R C.r. 
ing,which his Refurer gathered naturally from his co, Bbrre 
might have done well to have practized here the leſſon which he 
gave his Refucer (pag. 44.)for finding out of the right hyporteſ7s,or 
thing preſuppoled, 1n aconnexive propoſition. But it was tome 
what an hardraike, and therefore he would natpur one fingerts 
it: notwithſtanding, that be may fe how willing his Refuter is to 
tearne,and bowreadic to give him contentment,in framing his ar. 
pR—_ to his belt advantage: the connexive propoſition (hall 
ic{t be diſpoſed in an Enthymem thus . Our Saviour writing tg 
the Churches of Alia,numbreth but 7. and nameth the principal), 
Ergo, thoſe 7. Churches (were great and ample cities &c. or lincs 
he will needs have it)conteined cach of them in her circuire the cis 
tie and countrie adzuyning. To bringe this Enthymen) into a Syl. 
logiſme, ſome little change of words muſt be made, either in the 
Anrecedent, or in the con{cquent,thus. Whatſocver Churches are 
{pecially nzbred or named as principal,by our Say.Chrift, when he 
wrireth ro all the Churches in Aſiaz thole Churches did conteine 
each or chem 1n her circuite the citie and countrie adjoyring. But 
the 7. Churches (mentioned Apoc. 1, 11, 20. )are ſpecially nom- 
bred and named as principall by our Saurour Chriſt, when he wri- 
tech roall the Churches in Afta. Therefore the 7. Churches (men» 
tioned Apoc. 1, 11. 20.) contcined each of them in her circuite 
the cicie and countric adjoyninge. Or thus, whoſoever writing 
to the Churches of Aſia, numbreth bur 7. and nameth them as 
the principall; he thereby ſign:ficth that thoſe 7. Churches contet- 
ned in their circuite, cach of them, the citie and countric adjoy- 
ninge: Bur our Samour Chriſt wriring ro the Churches in Aſia, 
nombreth but 7.and namerth them as the principall.Ergo,he here- 
by fignificrth, that theſe 7. Churches, conteined in their circuite, 
each of :hca,che citie & countrie adjoyning. Now co give the D, 
his choyie of thcie argumi.nts, (not torbidding him ro makea 


pareth Þy propoſition, winch conteineth the Hypotheſis of his Enthymeme, 
ve93i23 - we may from kis owne rute conclude,that he diſputeth ſophiſtical- 
_ ly, and taketh that for prauated, which he cannot make good, 
while he hath a daic to live. 
Seft.19,ad. Thus have we (cen.how well he argueth to prove his aſſumption 
pag-+43- yoyntly;let us now acted alittle how be cotirmeh it ſeperally Er 
aac 


TheD.dif- berrer if he can) ſince twere is no certeine or manifc ſt truth in the. 
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h of Epheſus ( ſaith be) conteined a great and ample citie (m deed, 

__ or al rb 4 conntric ſabe ro if.7.the heh of Smyr- 
#1 4 moth er-Citie and the commtrie belongorg to it cc. & ſo proceedeth fr6 

one of them ro another,to Thyatira, & Philadelphia, with their reyr1- 
tice. But where are his ſeyerall proofes, for theſe ſeverall afſerti- , 
ons?It ſeemcth heis fallen in love with the trade of begging, and ,,.,....; 

is grovne paſt ſhameinir, (fo as we may be paſt hope of dryvirg an 5 Io 
him from 1t) els he would never produce. 7.falſe politions,to con- love with 
firme his afſumprion before atteinted of falſhood : For fince everic the trade 
ofthoſe ciries, remeined, for the greater part, heatheniſh, in the ®f Þ<gg1ng 
Apoſtle Iohns ryme; it cannot be, that any of them did contcine oat - FP 
the whole citic, much leſle citie and countrie. The truth is, cachof ;,.,,, 
theſe Churches was conteined within thoſe: cities, as a (mall hcape time; ro gi 
of corn? is conteined in a great and large barne. 2. And why doth ther. 

he here alſo depart from the words of his ſermon; Which were that 
ſome of thoſe 7. Charches; Were mother-citic? dombricile he ſawe, it was 4 

verie flight and feeble conſequence to reaſon (as heſhou!d have 

done) in this manner, Some of thoſe 7. Ch: w:re mother-cx:ia1, Ergo they The D de- 
Were everie of th:yw great and ample citis &c, And had his Refuter rp on 
thus analyſed his words ; it is likely the D. would have bin more fie kts 
off:nded, then he is with that forme which he uſed, in putting all (mon. 
his peach into one connexive argument. 3, But to take his argyu- 

ment as he hath ſ:t it downe, what meaneth he by the countries, 

which (he ſairh)bclonged to every one of thoſe mother- cities? Is it 

his meaning that the Ch: of Epheſus Smyrns &c.did conteine togi- 

ther with their cities, the whole provinces ſubje&ro thoſe mother- 

cities? or doth he limit the countrie tu that part onely,wch made 

2 particular dioceſe ? The later beſt fitteth his firſt purpoſe, (c. to 

prove that every of the z.Ch: was (properly a dioceſe: but the for- 

mer agreeth beſt, both with his own interpreratio ofhis words, p. 

63. when he ſaith , that. ſowze of chaſe Churches were Metropolis, that is, 


—” 
# 
, 


hut onely mother-cities, but alſs metropoltan Chureber: and with his for- 


mer ſpeach, which aftirmeth, all the Charches in the cities, and countri:s 
of all Aſia,to be contermed in the circuite of thoſe 5.{ bmrches. Notwithſtan- 
diagif this be his meaning, he playeth the Sophiſter, in his inJuRi- 
on. For by citie & countrie in his conciution(which is the aſſump- 

not his principall ſyllogiſm) he meaneth pareiksen e chorav, which 
are. 


are the partes of a Dioceſq, and his muſt be the ſame in 
well huage *he.rwo laſt Churches, Philadelphia and Th yatira. Wherefore 
rgetker his argument hangeth togither in this faſhion. "Of the 7. Chur. 

ches ; 5 .conteyned Mother cities & the Provinces ſubjeR to them: 

the other two conteyned Dioceſan cities & the countries to them 
belonging. Ergo every of thoſe Churches were of a like circuite 
and conſtitution, in conteyning a Dioceſan country togither with 
the citie. 'But if that be true which he ſaith, of Phdladelphia and 
T by«4ira, that the one was ſubjeR to Serds , th'other to Pergarm: 
then were the Churches of Philadelphia&T byatira conteyned within 
the circuite of Sardis and Pergamus , as partes of the Country & 
Province ſubje& to thoſe cities. And hence it will followe that 
theſe 7. Churches, werenot of one forme and conſtitution; but of 
differing.condition; ſome being -onely Dioceſan, the reſt metro- 
politan or prownciall Churches. So that,like as his firſt fpeach ge- 
nerally delivered of all 7.(thar they were great and ample Cities )is 
now limited to thoſe 5, mother Cities: (pag. 45-) ſo in his next 
defence, he may doe well to reſtreine vnto the ſame 5. Metropoli- 
taine Churches, that which now he affirmeth of all 7.viz.that they 
comprized within theircircuite,all the Churches that were 1n Aſia, 


whether in the Cities or in the Countries therevnto belonginge.. * 


But ſince the ſpirit of God, giveth equall hunor to every of thoſe 

Churches, & no prerogative to any one above another, his proofes 

had need to be very pregnant & demonſtrative,that ſhall perſwade 

TheB the contrary.And this may ſuffice,to ſhew how lictle cauſe he hath, 

braggeth *© bragg (as hedoth p. 52.) that he hath made good his aſſump» 

withour tion by neceſſary proofe: for in both his proofes (firſt joyntly and 

cauſe, - — y) his antecedent is falſe, and his conſequence ſophiſ- 
UCAiL. 

Let us now caſt a look alittle vpon his dealing with that frame 

Se,10.2d. of argument; to which his Refuter reduced the proofe of his af- 

——_ ſumption . And firſt, becauſe he denied both propoſition and al- 

that ſcarce any one propoſition or aſſumption m bis reaſening might be acknov. 

ledged to be true, Bur 11e comforteth himſelfe in vaine ( as the iſſue 

hath already,&1I doubt nor wil hereafter ſhew)when he ſayth,bu re 

fiters happ is (3 hard, that be is not able 10 prove any ove eyther propefition or 

aſſumytien of hc, #9 be untrue. To infrivge the propoſition, 2 is 1 

wered, 


ſumprion, he complaineth, ( and very juſtly)that Lis hap was ſo bord,” 
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ray [nas wy = Jet it Will not follow that, all the reſt depended as 


- ” 


i Were grawnted that, onr Sauionr Vorote thoſe epift les,r0 


1 


that 


ehildren vpon the mother, For put the eaſe, the Emperour finding ſome abuſe 
commonly r exgning in Aſia, ſhould bave vvritten to thoſe principall and mo- 


ther-ci'#e 1, for the reforming of thoſe abuſes with intent that allothey cities and 


jownes ſhould be warned by hu reproofe of them; might a man ciclude therenp- 


an, that all other cities and townes of Aſia, Were ſnbjet to the government of 


tſe 7? The D. reply is, that, this put caſe ts tvorthy to be put 12 @ cap £:ſe; 
and therefore that all his readers may ſee he deſcrveth to have the 
:bik-bagge: he putteth a new caſe in this manner. But ſcy f (quoth 
he) put the caſt the Emperour ſhould (6 doe, Yenth that intent, that, what. he 
Writeth tothem,mzbt by and from them be notified, to thoſe towns & villages, 
which were Within the cirenite of their juriſaiFton: Woul it not ſtrongly pou 
that all thoſe other toWnes & will iger Were ſubject to the? AS if he had layd, \v.., fo 
grant me but thus much,that a!lthereit of rhe townes and villages in Aſia xy, Oe 
were Within the circuit of the jariſdih16,of thoſe 3 .(/burches or cities: & then } confe cra- 
can ſtrongly prove, that they,were (ubje&to them. He addeth ſome ex- ying.? 
periment from our ſclues; when the King or bus Councell would have any 

thirg mtimated to all his ſubjetts in cert ame countries, their Warranes are ds- 

refed #9 the Leiftenants of ech countrie and from them the high to conftabler, 


* &. And When the Archbiſhop would have any thing nmparted to every p4- 


riſh, he diveB&:th bis letters 2 the Byſhops the Byſhops tothe Archdeacons, 

ard they to thesr officers in every Deanry ec. ( which ſheweth a ſubor= 
dination of officers in greater and leſſer circuite of juriſd:i&ion) 
even (ſo ſaith he) by Chr kis Writmg to the 7. (hurcher What be ould 
bave parted to all the Churchet; it may be gathered that the reſt of the 
prriiculay Churches Were ſubjeft to them. And u may Well be, that When «xr 
Savwur;\vriting ts every one of the Angels ſ-verally, and concluding each. 
epiltle with this Epiphonema. Let kim that hath an eare, heere what the 
Fri ſanth to the Churches, would have it underſtood, that What he Writeth 

1 the Angel, be vorateth to the (hurches, which were vnder his charge. To 


all which I anſwer, 1. to make his ſimilitude cleare and ſutable in 


thelater part to the former, he ſhould have ſayd, that Chriſt in- 
tending to admoniſh or reprove all the Churches in Aſta,direerh 
his letters to the provinciall or metropolitan Churches;they to the 
dioceſan, the dioceſi to the particular congregations vader them. 
Orelſe, that whar he wrote, to the Angels of the mer; opolitan 


- Churches, they imparted to the dioceſan Biſhops,& the Dioceſan 


Ee Biihops 
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Biſhops to Pariſhe-Presbyters . But then he ſhould have aſſumed 

that which he cannor prove, neyther by Scripture,nor tradition; 
wherefore iris plaine chat his ſimilirude halteth downe right, 2, 
And fince the 7, Churches are equally wtitten to; and the Angelly 
of eachChurch are equally honoured with a ſeveral epiſtle dirc&ed 
to them; we may very well perſwade our ſelves, that none of thoſe 
Churches or Angels, was ſubordinate,or fubjeR to the other. And 
therefore it was never intended by our Saviour Chriſt, or his Apoſ- 
rles; that the eccleſiaſticall ſtate ſhould follow the c1vill,or that the 
Churches planted in Mother-Cities or Shire townes, ſhould con. 
teine within the circuite of their juriſdiaion, the townes & villages, 
or Country, ſubje&ed to the government of the City. 3. lalfo 
add, that though he could prove, thar the Angels and Churches 
ſpecially writtcn unto by Chriſt , 41d impart the letters, unto 0- 
ther Churches and their Miniſters; yer would it not ſtrongly but 
ſtrangely conclude the reſt of the Churches and their Minilters, to 
be ſubordinate or ſubje& to thoſe 7.Churches & their angels. For 
come we ( for triall hereof ) unto ourſelves and our owne ſtories, 
The Archbiſhop of Cirerburie in the dayes of that worthy yongue 
King Edward the 6, writeth his letters miſſive and mandate to 
Edmund Bonner , then Biſhop of London, for the aboliſhing * 
of candles, aſhes, palmes, and Images, our of the Churches, with 
adire& charge that he ſhould impart the contents of thoſe letters 
unto all other Biſhops within the Province of Canterburie; aud 
Biſhop Bonner did accordingly write, ( {ce his letters , AQ. & 
Monuments, pag, 1183. laſt edit.) May I ask the DoQtor nowe, 
whether this doe ſtrongly prove, that the reſt of the Biſhops 12 
the Province of Canterburic, were ſubje& vnto the Biſhop of Lon- 
don,and conteyned within his Churches juriſdi&ion at thar time? 
If he know the contrary, then I hope he will confeſle, that Chrilt 
his writing to the 7.Churches, what he would have imparted to all 
thereſt, doth not neceſſarily argue the reſt to be ſubje& vnto thels. _ 
4. Yetto make the weaknes of his collection the more apparant, 
Jet him weigh the worth of theſe conſequences foilowinge. fr ws 
Chriſt: intent, in ſpeaking as he doth to Peter, Math, 16. 17. 15. 
I9. Luc. 22.31.32, Iohn. 13.8. 10.&21. 15, that the rc> 


of his fellow-Apoſtlcs , ſhould rake notice of all that he o_ 
to him , 
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read in the Church of the Laodiceans.Co1.4. 16.Ergo,the Church 
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place or ſocietic; whether of a nation, or Citic &c. whereas now 
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to him , for the ir inftrution and conſolation. Ergo the reſt 
were in ſubzeRio to Peter, Againe, the Angel infirmeth MaricMagdale 
and the other Marie of Chriltes reſurre&ion, and gave them yy 
totell his diſciples that he was riſen, Math. 28. 1. 5.7. Ergo the 
Apoſtles were ſubje& to the juriſdiion of thoſe weomen. Paul u 
writing to the Church of God at Corinth, writeth alſo to all the Saints 
that were in all Achaia, yeato all that every where did call on the 
name of the Lord 1 Cor. 1. 2. and 2 Cor. 1. 1. And what he wri- 
reth to the Church at Coloſſe, he willeth them to cauſc it to be 


of Laodicea was in ſubje&tion to the Church of Coloſle. And to 
the Church of Corinth, was not onely all Achaia, burall other 
Churches in the world ſubjeR, to her juriſdi&ion. Bur, who ſceth 
not what abſurd concluſions may be multiplyed, if a man ſhould 
proceed in this veine of reaſoning? 5.As tor that Fpiphonewa, which 
concludeth each epiſtle dire&ed ſeyerally tothe Angell ofcach 
Church. (Let him that, hath an care , heare what the Spiru ſaith to the 
Chwche) ft he had not firlt conceived that it would be ſome ad- 
vantage to his cauſe, to perſwade his reader that thoſe 7. Churches 
did (every one of them ) conteine many ſererall congregations 
within their circuitez he would never have dreamed of any ſuch 
conltrufion of thoſe words, as he now comendeth to us, viz.thae- 
What (briſt Wrateth to the Angel, be Writeth to the Churches that, Were 
wnder bus charge, For as he hath no ground for it; either from the 
cohzrence of his text, or from any interpreter old, or newe; {0 
it ſeemeth to have vnadviſcdly ſlipped from him; feing as it is con- 
futed by himlſelfe ; fo it overthroweth one maine part of his 
building . Confuted it is by that himſclfe ſetteth downe, in the 
ende of his table (pag. 5.) of the ſignification of the word eccleſia; 
where he taketh the word Chmche,in the concluſion of cach epiltle, 
indefinitely for any company of (hbriftians, not defining eyther the 


he taketh it difinitely for the congregations, which were parts 

or members of that citie-Church, which is mentioned in the 14. 

beginning of each epiſtle. And if there be a truth in his 2 Double 

gonſtraKion of thoſe words, (viz. that What Chriſt Writeth to <Ontradie 

every Angel,he Werizeth alſs to the (hurcbes thas be vnder bis charge;) then Oo 
my” 
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thoſe Churches wereantereſſed with the Angell, in all that which is 
comended or reproved in him. And hence it will followe, that if a 
correRing power over Miniſters may be rightly gathered ( as he 
conceiverh ferm, pag. 49. Def. lib.z.pag.135.) from the comen. 
dation or reproofe, given Apoc. 2. verf.2. & 20: then the Daugh. 
ter-churches diſtinguiſhed, either in City or Country adjoyning, 

were partners with the Mother-Church and the Angel or Biſho 
thereof, in that correQive power over Miniſters ; which he labon. 
reth (in the places before alleadged) ro cſtabliſhe in the hands of 

one Biſhop or Angel onely. 

$A. 21.24 Ihus welee how he fareth in the defence of his propoſition. In 
(-&. x9.D. the aſlumption the Refuter obſerved two vntruthes, 1n aſmuch as 
pag. $7,62+ it cannot be proved , either that all other Charches in Aſia, were 
written vnto, as within the circuite and juriſdi&ton of thoſe 7; or 
that any of the 7. was a Mother-City. To make the yntruthes of 
the former apparant , hereaſoneth diſiun&iuely from the diverſe 
acceptions of Aſia,diftinguiſhed by hiſtorians into Aſia Major, Afia 
minor, and Aſta more properly {o called. Concerninge the hiſt; 
becauſeitis vnlikely,(or rather impoſſible)that ourSaviour writing 
to that third parte of the World ( which was not much leſſe then 

both the other)(hould fubſcribe and ſend his epiſtles onely to thoſe 
7. that are in onelittle corner of it; the Refutcr profeſſeth, he will 
not once let it cometnto his thought to imagine that Mr, Do&. 
would have us belceve, that all the Churches in Aſia Major (which 
contcined the great Kingdome of China, with the Eaſt-Indies, 
Perſia, Tartaria and a great part of Turky ) ſhould be pariſhes, 
+ bclonginge to fome one or more of theſe 7. Churches. Secondly 
| to reſtreine it to Afta minor; becaule the Scripture recordeth many 
| Churches to bein it, (as Derte, Lyſtra, Iconium, Antioch in Pi- 
fidia, Perga in Pamphilia, and diverſe Churches in Galaria; ) he 
| ſuppoſeth that none is ſo much bewitched with the love ef Dioce- 
ſan Churches, as to1magine,thart all thoſe famous Churches were . 
bur dependantes on theſe 7, Thirdly therefore, to come as lowe 
as may be, and to vnderſtand by Aſia, that which is properly (0 
called, and otherwiſe Sarrum; even there alſo or neere, we finde di- 
verſe other Churches, as thole of Colofſe, Hierapolis & Troas me- 
tioned in the Scriptures, (to let paſſe Magneſia and Trallis recor- 
ded in other wricers) which d:d not belonge to any of theſe 7. and 
therefore he raketh.it to be cleare,that our Saviour inter.d:d not to 


writc 
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ih. }. ' All the Church 4 wot ſubreet to they, Cle 
write to all the Churches of Aſia; but onely to thoſe 7. that are na- 
med. Loc herethe ſam, &almoſt the words, of the Ref. anſwer touch- 
ing the firſt parte of the D.aſſumpti6:now let us ſee the parts of his 
reply. Firſt, he chargeth him,citherto be a man of no leerning, or cle 
t0 8avill againſt the bght of bis conſerence:ſeing he could not be ignorant, 
but that by Aſia mentioned in the Apocalyps, 1s meant onely Aſia 
properly ſo calted.Secodly he ſaith, he makerh a great flouriſh, part - 
ly to ſhew (ome ſmall skil m Geography, but cheifly ro dazell the eres 
of the ſimple,in (bewing how vnlikely it is, that the - kingdoms of 
aſia major, and the many famous Churches of Aſia minor, were 
but dependants on thoſe. 7. Thirdly to teach him ( it he doe nor 
knowe) that none of thoſe countries were conteined in that Aſia 
whereof the Ho.Ghoſt ſpeaketh;he ſaith that by comparing. AR. 2. 
9.10.& 6.9.&16.6.7.and 1 Pet. 1.1; he may find that manie parts 
of Aſia minor, are reckoned as diverſe countries, from that Aſiz, 
which 1s mentioned in the ſcripture. Fourihly he addeth, that if 
the Ref. would needs have (hewen his $kill in Geography, he ſhould 
have done well, to have ſer downe the bounds and limitts of this 
Aſia, whereof we ſpake. And becauſe the Ref.ſhould not prevent 
him,that he might have all rhe praiſe for (kill herein,he vndertaketh 
to doc it. Fiftly,he cometh ar length to refute, that which his Ref.ob- 
Kaed cocerning thoſeCh: which he mentioned to be efther inAſia, 
properly ſo called , or nere there abouts. Now come we to our an- 
wer : and firſt concerning the crimes, wherewith he chargeth his 
Ref. I appeale to the indifferent reader, whether the D. himſelfe be .., ry.; 
not guilty of them? I meane, of labouring to 4zell the eyes of the ſim- nil 7p - 
ple, and of cavilling agamnft the light of his conſcaence: ſcing itis cleare,the yhur he 
Ref, mentioneth the two firſt acceptions of the word Aſia (not as impureth 
though he were ignorant how it is to be taken; nor yet to perſwade to the Fc. 
his reader, that the D. doth (o largely ftreach it; for he profefſeth 
the contrarie , as before appeareth ) but onely to fortify his argu- 
, menr, whiles he ſheweth that which way ſoever the word be taken; 
t cannot be, that all the Churches of Aſia, ſhould be reputed as 
parts of thoſe 7.or ſubjcRed vnto the. Next, touching the bounds 
of Aſia properly (o called, becauſe it is a point of $kill and can- 
not eaſily be determined, the D. to (hew his varictic of reading 
indeavoureth to reconcile the ſcripture and thoſe that write of 
G:ography, who vatic from him (as he contefleth) in this point. 
Ec 3 According 


Lib. 3. The bound Ll A if . . » I's 
According to the (criptures, in his account, Afia incledeth Ionia, 
Myſta, Pergamene, Lydia, or Mzonia , and perhaps Caria. The 
ancient Geographers include within the limits thereof all Phry- 
gia, both the greater and the lefler, wherein Troy ſtood; and all 
Myſ1a,cven the greater called Olympina, and the lefle called Per- 
gamene: which excJudeth from that Aſia, whereof Iohn ſpeaketh: 
becauſe Phrygia, and Myſia, Olympira,are reckoned apart from 
Atia AR.16.6.7-For we are notto merveil (he ſayth pag. 60.)that 
a leſle circune 1s aſſigned toit in the ſcripture, ting within a lcſſe 
compaſſe then that which the ſcripture aſſigneth therevnro, iti; 
circumſcribed by others; which ſeclude from Aſia, both Lydia and 
Caria as he ſheweth out of the ſabſcriptios in the Nicen councel, & 
from the ſpeach of Eunapius, in Maximo . But what ifSaint John 
and Saint Luke followe different accounts for the bounds of Aſia 
whereot they ſpeak? A worthy writer (Ioachimus Vadianus)who 
trarciled much in ſearching after the true and right fituation of 
thoſe townes and countrics, which are mentioned in the new 
Teſiament (in his Epitome tri terrz partiin) intreating ofAſia mi- 
nor properly ſo called,affirmeth thar Peter ( 1,Pet. 1-1.) & Tohn (in 
thoſe 7.Ch:of Afia)doe follow the moſt uſuall partitio in that age 


received; the ſame which Ptolemy & Pliny {cr down; & that Luke, 


(AR.16.6.7.) being lead by another diviſion, which ſome allo the 
enterteyned, reſtreineth Aſia within narrower limits. His words 
are theſe (inthat epitome pag. 467. )Ptolomeus, lib. 5. Aſfiam pro- 
price diam includirt a Septentrione, Bithynia, a meridie, Pamphy- 
lia et Lycia,ab ortu,Galatia,ac occaſu,Acgeo mari, Quam partitio- 
nem vt receptam haud dubie et co {eculo yulgatam, ſecutus vide- 
eur Petrus Apoſtolus. 1.epiſt, r.1.vbi Bithyniam ct Galatia,ab Aſia 
ſejungit, nimirum hanc ipſam intelligens , quam Prolemavs. 
Vzterum enim more, harum tantum regionum, quz cis Taut- 
ram in Acgeum & Euxinum patent , meminit , viz : Capp# 
docig,Ponti, Galatie ,Bithyniz, Aſiz; ut intelligatur Aſiz propric, 
minoris eſſe, quicquid reliquum cis Taurum eſt, a pregdiEtis regl- 
onibus diviſum . Enimvero et Plinius, quinti libri fine, wit- 
pm Afſiz de qua jam loquimur, a Lycie fine quondam ſumptum 
eſſe, teſtis eſt, Idem ct Iohannes ſecutus videtur, Apocalyp- 
ſim ſuam ſeptem ecclefijs Afiz inſcribens ( viz. Epheſinz, Smyr- 
nzz, Pergamenz , Thyatiregz , Sardyanz , Philadelphenz et La- 
odiccnz) 
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odicenz ) que rniyerſe, Bichynia, Galatia, Pamphilia et Lycia, 
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induduntur. Art vero Lucas terras quz minoris Afiz ſunt, pau. 
la ar&ins definivit, er terminis contraxit anguſtioribus , haud 
d ibie ct ipſe conceptam aliquam er uſitatam loquendi conſue- 
tudinem ſuz etatis ſecutus . And then ſetting downe the words 
of Luke, A&. 16. 6, 7. he addeth. Ex quibus verbis manite. 
ſum fit, aliter Afiam accipere Lucam, quam Petrus aut lohan- 
nesacceperit. Palamenim et Phrygiam et Mifiam Afiz demit, 
cum per cas ſe prof. tum teſtatur, qui tamen Aliam ingredi ve. 
Intelligimus ergo Lucam eam peninſulez partem, 
proprie Aſiz tribuiſſe , quz ad occaſum proxima mart, in Me» 
diterrancis Acoliam et Lydiam ſupra Ephelum et Smyrnam c0- 
pleRicur . quam certe et Hicronymus ſpecialiter Afiz nomine vo- 
cari tradit. Hujus partes erunt Ionia, Aeolis et Lydia, fortiſfima 
et cultiſiniz omnium Aliz regionum, quz intra Maria, Euxinum 
et Cilicum prominent, To this teſtimony, I referre the Do&, 
becauſe I hope, he will reverence his gray-haires and great rea. 
ding, though he lightly eſteeme the Refurer for his (mall skill in 
Geography. And withall I pray the reader to take notice of 
this,that che Door preſumeth all men will take his word for the 
limitts which he giveth to that Aſia, whereof S. Iohn ſpeakethj 
for he diſagreeth with both thoſe accounts, which himſclfe men- 
tioneth , in giving to {64 a lefle circuice, then the former , whick 
include both Phrygia & Ayfia major in it; anda larger then the 
later, which ſeclude both (aria, and Lyd« from it. And though 
he ſeeme to grounde his opinion on the teſtimony of S. Luke in 
his ſtory of the Aes of the apoſtles; yet in truth, he departeth 
alio from him , and ſo ſtandeth ſingular in his conceir, withc ut 
any to ſupport or ſecond him therein. For as he hath rightly, 
obſerved , Phrygia and Myſia to be diſtinguithed from Aſia by S. 
Luke, eA&s 16. 6, 7. ſo he might by a better ſearch have found, 
that 44 alſo is (in his account ) divided from aſia.For it is re- 
corded by Luke , (A. 20. 15. 16. ) that Paul having determined 
not to ſpend anyrime in Afia, ſayled by Epheſus, and therefore 
from Trogillium, he came to Miletum, and from thence ſent for 
the Elders of Ephefus ro come to him; which ſheweth thar Miletug 
vas not within aſia by his eſtimatio;& therfore nat in Lonia(wher- 
® Ephcfus Rood) although many doe there place it;byt in (arw ay 
Prolowy 
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Jomy athrmeth;:o whoſe opinion allo, loach: Vadianus ( ut ſupra.) 
in this point cleaverh, Now it SaintLuke doth exclude both (awiag 
Phrygiz from his Afazic will follow that Saint Tohns Aſia is of alar. 
ger Circuite; in aſmuch as it includeth Laodicea , which with Pro. 
lomy isa citic of Caz4; but more generally is reckoncd within 
Phrygia. 
$A. 22.24 Tocomenow atlength,to his refutatio,of that which is objc&ed 
pag. 61. of by his Refuter why our Saviour writing to the 7, Churches, ſhould 
weD.  notynder them comprize all the Churches in Aſia: the objc&ion 
ſtandeth thus, evea there or neere, we fiude dvers other (hurches, as the; 
of (olefſa , Hicrapolis and T ro4s mentioned in the ſcripture (tolet puſh 
Magneſia and T ralls recorded in other writers: ) trh:ch did not belong to any 
ef theſe 7. The D. anſwereth, firſt touching the 3. former, that now 
of them was in Aſia properly ſo called, whereot Iohn ſpeaketh; becauſe 
T roas ( forſooth) was the ſame wth Phrygia minor, and Hierapolis and 
(#loſſa were cuties of Phrygia Major? Why 18 it poſſible that the D.who 
hath peruſed ſo many Authors both Geographers & others, ſhould 
be ignorant,that Troas is not alwayes the name of acountrie (or 
taken for Phrygia minor)but ſometimes the name of a citie in Aſia, 

called Antigone , or Alexandria ? or is he ſo ynacquaynted with his 
Refuters opinion concerning the forme & nature of viſible Chur, 
that he ſhould conceive he would entitle an whole countrie (ſuch 
as Phyrgia minor is ) with the name of the Church of Troas ; and 
vill againſt Joyne it with the Church of Coloſſz and Hierapolis, which he hol- 
his owne dcthto be but particular congregations ſhal I ſay,that here alſo,he 
conſci= cavilleth againſt rhe light ofhis conſcience? for can he thinke that 
eace? Troas (which is mentioned AR. 16.8, 11, and 20.5.6. and2, 
Troas urbs Tim- 4+ 13-) was the countrie of Phrygia and not rather, {ome cy 
marit.in tic inthe {ca coſtes,cither of the ſame country or ſome otherwhere 
lictorcAſfiz adjoyning? The truth is, ( as the learned in Geography who hare 
Aret,;a examined the townes and countries inS. Lukes hiſtory doc con- 
Att. 16. 5. ceive) that the Troas which is pointed at in the forenamed places, 
was acitie in that countrie called Troas, as appeareth by Pliny lib, 
Vide diti- 5, cap. 30. 16. who placeth Alexandriain Troas; that is, the cite 
nar: Hiſtor 0» to wne of Troas 1n the countrie of Phrygia minor, Toach: Vadi- 
— anus ( in his forenamed Epitome p. 487) intreating of thoſe parts 
ye , of Aſia, which arc called Acolis & ]roas, and having placed Aſs 
* (whercof Luke ſpeaketh AR, 20, 13-) in Acolis , he ſaith. Haud 


procul 


omg onda ro mb SD oanmeoKn=aM Do co waa cc fo as was = cz 


ot MM promodeotiontCeliamaamolliruz;deolant er Troads 
F terminans, Plinio, iIade Troas oppi Colonia Romana, 
et »Apoſtol} ctiany zrare Mexandria dictum , proximum Hellct- 
'ponto, & Tenedo Inſulz,tn ipfis Helleſponri faucibus jacenti; atq; 
kinc Leo, illinc Sigzo promonrtorio ſepta. Ejus Lucas meminit 
AR.16.8,11.c.20.5.6,meminit-ejus orbrs,ct ipſe Paulus. 2.Tim. 
4.13.But as the D.ſaith) of Coloſſe&Hierapolis,w*b were cities of 
Phrygia mayor ; for ſo he will affirme of Troas , a citie of Phrygia 
minor; that neither the one nor the other were within Saint Iohus 
ata: becauſe Saint Luke fevereth Phrygia and Troas (thax is in his 
ynderſtanding, Phrygia major and Phrygia minor ) from Aſia, 
A&. 16. 6. 8. But the an{were is already made, that the D. is de- 
eived in taking Iohn and Luke to imbrace one and the ſame par- 
tition of Aſia; for the limits thereof. The Apoſtles Percr and Iohn 
doe follow the moſt uſuall voderitanding of thoſe that gave vnto 
ita larger circuite(as appeareth in reckoning Laodicea, a citic of 
Phrygia or Caria withia Aſia: and therefore the Churches mentio- . 
ned by the Refuter ( viz. Troas, Hicrapolis and Coloſſe ) being all + 
within Phrygia, arc incloſed in Saint Iohns Aſia. Butthe D. hath 
ſome other evations, which cannor yeeld him the relceife he expe- 
.Reth. /e © recorded (faith he pag. 61.) by Eufebirg (in Chron ) that, is 
the jeare of Chriſt 66..and 10. of Nero, theſe 3. cities Laodicea, Hierapolis 
ad Colſſe vere overthrowne With earth quakes ; and althiugh Ldwea 
'flmi(hed ag eine in S. fohns time; end Hierapolss not long after; yet of (oloſſe 
(dune obſerveth, that, ſhortly after the epiftle Written to them, that, 
Couch with the reſt periſhed; ſs that. it ſtood in S. fobns time be readeth 
wt &s. A poore ſhift; for, to make the beſt of all the allegarion for 
kis purpole; it is no more then this; he neither readeth nor remembre 
a mention,of eny Chioch at (oloſſe a S.fobns tyme: ior of any Churc!1 
floriſhing at Hicrapolis, when he wrote his Revelation, and there- 
fore he thinketh that his Refuter might have ſpared the mention 
oftheſe. And what if his Refuter ſhould gratify him herein? yer 
ach he no reaſon to deny a floriſhing Church at Trons, and ano- 
therat Miletum (a citic in the borders of Caria, which himſc!fe 
elteracth ro be within S. lohns Aſia)ſince the Apoſtles made choiſz 
of that place, to call thither the Elders of Epheſus, A&. 20. 27, 
an] there left Trophimus behind him fick, 2 Tim. 4. 20. not to 
ſpeak of aſſos; where the writers of the centuries (Cent, 1. Lib. 2, 
Ft Cap. 2. 


The D. 
ſhiftcth 


Cap. 2. 16.) doe think there. was.a Chnrch, becauſe Paul was con. 
ducted thither from Troas (AR. 20, 13. 14. ) there to meete hie 
companions 2. Yet if thar be true , which the Door ſaith, that 
Papias was made Biſhop of Hierapolis by. lohn; ler the readey 
judge , how vnlikely it is ( which he would perfwade ) that at the 
wricing of the Revelation there was no Church ar all there; ſcings, 
Iohn lived not aboye 4.yeares after: for he wrote Anno 97.& died 
(as the Doctor will have it) Anno 101. but in the account of ſome 
others Anno 100, 3. Againe what neceſſity is there in this conſe. 
quence, which the Door takerth for vndeniable? Thoſe 3. citirs 
were overthrowne with the earthquake, Ergo the Churches whit 
thcre flouriſhed before,did theo periſh with the citics. 4. And why 
doth he anſwere nothing touching the ftate of thoſe Churches, 
whiles they ſtood im that proſperity, which the ſcripture aſcribeth 
to them ? Col. 4.13.16. & A.20 6.7. If none of them then, did 
owe ſubjefion to Epheſus, ob any other of theſe 7. churches; hov 

* ſhould they (or ſo many as remayned in. Iohns time ) become 
ſubordinate vnto them? When all is done, he muſt ſeek ro his fir 
anſwere, and ſee if he can make it good; viz. that they were with- 
mS. lohns Aſia. Whereforc he may in his next defenſe burie this 
in ſilence as an idle flouriſh, to dazell the eyes of the ſimple, or te 
ſhew ſome ſmal skil in hiſtories. He adderth one flender propp bor- 
rowed from Theodoret,to prove that Coloſſz was no part of Aliz. 
T beodoret ((aith he ) bewng of opinion that Paul had bene at (olloſſa, proved 
u , becauſe it is ſaid, that, he Went through Phrygia. Neyther lit any me 
#bj-t that, Paul was forbidden of God, AR. 18, for Luke fGeaketh of A- 
ſoa and Bithyniz , not of Phrygia. I graunt that Phrygia was not 

Crambe WithinS. Lukes Aſia:and I have proved that it was within $.lohas 

bis imo Aſia; and therefore the DoQors ofc bringing in of his lame conle 

ſcpius po- quence , cannot make him any better , bur the more loathſome 
ka, rather . And to confurte Theodorer ( if he were more dirc& fot 
him then he is) I could ſend him to Hierome, who (in his pro- 
lJogue to the epiſtle ro the Coloſſians ) ſaith (okofſenſe: et bi, («il + <. 
L1odicenſes , ſant Aſiani. Some other authorities alſo might be a0-W 1; 
ded, to ſway the ba!lance with the Refuter; which. account il +; 
thoſe Churches ( cf Collotle, Hierapolis and Troas ) within the |- BF |; 
mitts of Aſia, properly ( and in Saint Johns vndcrſtanding Jo |. 
Caile0- 
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wyrote his Revelation : for there to proove that Onefimus was 


* Biſhop of Epheſwa, 4s the very man bom the Holy Ghoſt calleth the an- 
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' Cannot contradi@ it ) that the Churches of Magneſia and Tral- 


- 


Equality of Churches in Apocalyss, Cap. 7. 
As totiching <Hagneſis and Traiks , his anſwer is, it appeareth 
wt that they Were as Yet converted 10 the farth , and when they Were con- P. 
voted they Were inferiony ro thoſe 7. Which Srint, fokn nameth as the 
piacipall and both of them ſubiett to Epbeſwa . If the Doctor had re- 
membred nowe upon his ſecond thoughts, what he ſpake upon 
his firſt, ( or atleaſt wrote in his ſermon, pag. 62.) he would ne- , poore 
yer have ved this poore ſhift : to make ir a queſtion whether 1. ;; te 
eMagnefia and Trails were converted to the faith, when Iohn potter. 


227 


Se&.23.2d 
61,& 62. 


that Angel of Epheſus, to whom Iohn directed his firſt Epiſtle; 
he thus reaſoneth, When Jpnatins Wrote bis Epiſtle , be teftifieth, 
Het at that time Oneſimus Was Biſhop of Epheſus. N cw be Wrote, Whiles 
Clemens Was Biſhop of Rome , as appeareth by his firſt epiſtle ad Ma- 
rim (afſob. that * to ſay , berweene the gs .. yeare of our Loxde and 
99-; in the middeſt of which time , the Revilation., Was given. T bere- 
fire it may Well be ſuppoſed, that the Angel of the Church at, Epheſus, 
w whom the firſt epiſtle Was direfied, Was Onrſimus, Yea he build- 
eth ſo confidently on this ſuppoſall, that without any ſtagger- 
ing, he ſayth be i able to ſhewe that Oneſimus Was at, that tneve 


gf! of that Church (Defenc. lib. 1, pag. 34. and (15. 4. pag. 40. ) With 
alittle change the Doors premiſics will ſerve to jultify the Ret; 

inſt himſelfe in this manner . When Ignatws wrote his E- 
piltles , the Churches of Trallis and Magneſia flouriſhed and 
enjoyed their Biſhops Presbyrters and Deacons; neyther were 
any thing inferiour in eſtimation and honour unto other Chur- 
ches; as appeareth by his Epiſtles written to them, and placed 
before others. Nowe he wrote whiles Clemens was Biſhop of 
Rome, that is,betwixt the yeare of our Lord go. and 99. And 
S, Iohn wrote his Revelation in the yeare 97. Therefore it may 
well be ſuppoſed ( yea it is fo evidently proved, that the Do& 


lis were flouriſhing Churches, when $. Iohn wrote his Revela- 

tion, 2, Butwe will not make an advantage to our (elves, by 

the D. errour . For that which he now affirmeth ((c. that Ignati- 

us wrote his Epiſtle a litle before his death)is more agreable to the 

truth, if we may belecve Euſebuus(ro whom the D, in his ſermon ;, ;, Jo 

reterreth us for the berter confirmatis of his aſſertio)ſeing Euſe bi? ,, * _ 
Ft 2 athrmech 


0 Churches [ubie# t4 Epheſin at Þfe Cor. 
affirmeth, Nhat the —_—y Ignatius gr Churches of 5 
ſus; Magneſia, Trallts &c.were written in his journey towardy 
Rome, as he paſſed cheopgh alia; when he was (ent thither to be 
martyred there, which fell out (by the D. owne account pag. 72, 
of his ſerm.) in the yeare of our Lord 107; but as others think, wa 
later, to wit, in the yeare 109.0r 111.{(Sce Bucholcer Ind: Chrono. 
log. & Euſcb: in Chron. ) yet Nicephorus (lib, 3. cap. 2. refer. 
reth it to the 3. yeare of Trazanc, which was at the urmoſt but 6, 
yearcs after Iohns writing the Revelation . Wherefore (ince it ap. 
peareth by Ignatius his epiſtles ro the Churches of Magneſia an 
Trallis , that they were at that time (not newly converted, as the 
Doctor incimateth , but) perfc&ly eſtabliſhed and furniſhed, aſwel 
with Biſhops as with other officers, (as is before noted) Let the 
reader judg whether it be not more likely that thoſe Charches had 
a beginning , at lealt of their ſtanding at that tune: then that they 
were not converted to the faith , as the D. would per{wade ; eſpe+ 
cially ſcing they were within the Province of Epheſus(as he affirm- 
«th)which had ſo many he!ps ro ſpread the faith of Chriſt though- 
out ail rhe corners thereof , that he thinketh it abſurd ( as we lawe 


before 1n auſw, to his 6, (eion & pag. 61.) that any man ſhould , 


make any (cruple to yeeld, that many particular cogregations were 
ſertled before that time, within the Dioceſan circuite,of thatCh:of 
Epheſus. For is it not much more likely, that Churches ſhould be 
erc&.d, rather in ſome cities within the Province, thEin ſome vil- 
lages within the Dioceſe? and if in anycities, what are more likely 
then theſe wherof we ſpeak?Bur what (hall we ſay to the laſt branch 
of his anſwere,yviz. that, if they were (hurche at. that time yet they were 
beth of them ſubictt to Epbeſas? Theſe are his words, heare we now his 

proofes;and then give him his anſwereit appeareth, ſaxth be,by the ſub- 
ſcriptions m the counce'l of (alcedon; and by the diſtribution of the Chuhu 
made by Leo the Emperor. Why? doth it there appearc, that Magneſis 


-and Trallis at their firſt converſion, were ſubjetted to the Church ard , 


Byſhap of Epheſus? No, butit appearcth there, that in time of the 
council held at Chalcedon and in the dayes of the Emperour Leo 
(both which were at leaſt z 50.yeres afcer Iohns death)rhe Byſhops 
of Magneſia and Trallis, were {ubje& to the Byſhop of Epheſus, as 
their Metropolitane. And he taketh it for granted, that what ſoc- 
ver Churches were ſubjeR to any Metropolitan citie,or the _ 
er 
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Lib. 3: 
therook; in thoſe times & the Chalcedon councell and of Leo the 
' Emperour,they were ſubje& to theChurch and Biſhop of the ſame 


No ſubordingion of Church: at fff. C. r. 


citie, from the tyme of their firſt 'imbracing the fayth. But what 


he now raketh for a knowne truth, in the next page (63) he ſhew- begge 
eth to be an apparir falſhood: for there he affirmerh that Thyatira his Kefuter 
was inS.Tohns time ſubje& to Pergam?; bur in the time of che coii- in one 

cel ofChalced6 ſubje& roSynada,&in the EmperorLeos dayes,ſub- place, what 


je&ro Epheſus. And in the ſame Emperours dayes, Pergamus web 
anciently had bene a Mother-citie, was now ſubje&cd alfo unto 


"Epheſus. Wherefore he himſelfe hath ſaid enough to infringe the 


conſequence of his owne —_— viz. that the Churches of Ma- 
gneſia and Trallis were fr6 the firſt eretion, fubje& to the Church 
of Epheſus ; becauſe they were ſo ſubjeRed 350. yeares after $, 
ſohas dayes. Perhips he exp« &erh (as it ſeemeth by his concluſt- 
on in this ſc&ion, pag. 62.) char his Refurer ſhould prove the co. 
trary; but he is forgerfull and mult be remembred, that in all this 
controverſic he is the opponent, and his Refuter the reſpondent: 
& therefore without reaſon expeRzth it; yet to let him fee, that his 
Refuter was ledd by reaſon, and nor by idle conceits , I will render 


 himtheſeprobadilitics. r. In the civill diſtribution of provinces, 


and adminiſtrations for goverament , Philadelphia was ſubjeR te 
Sardis & Thyatira to Pergamus, as he noteth pag. 63. our of Pli- 
nie, lib, 6. cap. 29. and 3o. but in ecclefiaſticall goyernment the 
Churches of Philadelphia,and Thyatira, were nothing inferiour to 
Sardis & Pergamus: for they were all honoured with the name of 
candleſticks, and Churches,in the middeſt whereof Chriſt walked. 
Apoc.1.11.20; and their Angels —_— dignifyed, with the name 
of ſtarres held in Chriſts right hand, verſ, 16. 20.and equally ſalu- 
ted by a ſeverall epiſtle dire&ed tothem. Cap. 2.1.8. 12.18. & 3, 
1.7, 14-none is reproved for the defaults of the other, but his own; 
none admoniſbed ro overſee the other,or to be ſubje& to an other. 


. Wherefore unleſſe ſome other reaſon can be alleadged, then the D 


hath yet found out) it may be eſteemed for a truth not to be dou- 
bted of,that the Churches of Magnefia & Tralhs, were notſubjec- 
tedto the juriſdiion of the Church or Bp. of Epheſus; although 
for civil goverment, they were within thar Province; 2.And if there 
had bene any ſuch ſubje&ion, or ſubordination m theſe Churches, 
who ſhall berter knowe it,and who more fite to have intimated it; 
Ft 3 then 


SeRt.24.2d 
{-&.12.p2, 
$63.63, 


then I 


Lib,z. Noſubordination of Charches at foft. C. 1. \ 
gnatius who wrote to every of thoſe” Churches? I meanc to 


Trallis , Magneſta,& Epheſus . But there is not the leaſt ſhadow of 
any ſuch thing to be gathered from his writings ; nay the contra. 
ry rather ſcemeth firmely to be collected tro that preeminence,wck 
he giveth to the Bp. of each Church,as the higheſt Church. officer 
an 4 Chriſt cyen in thoſe words which the D. urgeth for his ſu- 
periority above other Miniſters, Epilt. ad Trall. Quid epiſcopus, 
nuli principati emnem ſupra omnes obtinens. And ad Philadelp. 
as he injoyneth the whole clergie and laitie (even the Princes &Ce 
ſar) ro obey the Biibop: ſo he lubjeReth the Biſhop ro none other , 
ten to Chriſt, Epilcopus Chriſto ( obediar ) ſicut Chrittus patri: 


et ita unitas per omnia (cryeryr, 


Which wordes doe prove moſt 


clcarely, that in his.time no Biſhop, yeelded ſubje&ion ro another, 
as his Metropolitan or head. And therefore neither was Demas the 
Biſhop of Magneſia, nor Polybius of Trallis, any more ſubje& to 
Onefimus the Paſtor of Epheſus, then he was to cyther of them.So 
that the Refut: confident concluſion, fiandeth firme again all the 
D. attempts to ſhake itzthar our ſaviour did not under the name of 
theſe 7. Churches, write unto all the Churches of Aſia; in as much 


as, thoſe famous Churches, of Troas,Coloſlz, Hiera 


lis, Milerus, 


Magnelia and Trallis, ( which then flouriſhed in Alta) did no way 


depend on any of them. 


Thus the former part of his aſſumption remaineth guilty of that 
untruth,wherewith the Refuter charged it: And ſo will the later al- 
ſo, lye (till ynder the burthen of that talſhood, which is aſcribedto 
it. For if none of them were cities; (as hath bene ſufficiently main- 

ned already, againſt the Doors allegations ) how could any 
of them be Mother-citics? Yet he vadertaketh breifly ro declare, 


that ſome of them Were Metropolets, that is, not onely 


eMother-cities but «lf 


Metr op-litan Churcha. Where firſt we are to marke the DoRor his, 
not onely, but alſo, as if it were a ſmall matter to atfirme and prove, 
that ſome of thoſe 7, Churches were Mother-cities, he can calily 
mainteyne thar;zand for an oyerplus,he will prove, (which is a mat- 
ter of more dithicultie,and not ſo cafily enterteyned)thar they were 
Metropolitan Churches. Well, let his proofes be heard, they are 
abſolutely denied to be Mother cities; and though ſome of them 
may be graunted tobe Mctropolitan Churches,it thereby nothing 


£lſc be meant, thea that they wers ſuch Churches, as were ſeated 


"| ina Metropolis or- mc 


ding of our age,” which cſicemerh them onely for liran 
Churches,that have dioceſan Churches ſubjeGed ro them, they 
may alſo be draped to be Metropolitan Churches, and it may be 
held as falſe as the former. T boſe cities (aith be , which Were capita dioi- 
hacm, the beads of the civile juriſdittion ,vbere the preſidents of the Romane 
Provinces held their aſſemblies and kept their courts, were moth ex-cnies ro the 
reft which Were wnder the ſaid juriſdiftion: But ſuch were .5. of theſe ec. 
May I aske him, what he meaneth by te? what; the cities after- 
named? viz. Epheſus, Smyrne, Pergamus, Sardis & Laodicea or the 


the queſtion, for it never entred into the Refuters thought, to deny 
the cities of Epheſus Smyrna &c,to be mother-cities.It he meane, 
that the Churches in thoſe cities were heads of the civill juriſdiRi- 
on, &c, he is abſurd, who will beleeve him? and he abuſerh 
Pliny, for he ſpeaketh of the cities and not of any Churches 
ſeared in them. His argument therfore is none other then this, 
The cities of Epheſus Smyrna &c. were heads of the civill ju- 
riſdiion, as Pliny teſtifieth: But the Churches of Epheſus and 
Smyraa were the cities of Epheſus and Smyrna &c. Ergo the 
Churches of Epheſus and Smyrna &c. were the heads of the 
citics juriſdition:and conſequently mother-cities. Thus he juſtifi- 
eth one falſcſhood with another, a lefſe with a greater; and for 
want of better proofe,he recoileth back to his firſt aſſumption be. 


in the common-eaderting- 


Which 

way {oevet 

*% : Y _ the D. tur- 
"Churches ſcared in thoſe ciries? It cities; then he concludeth not neth,cither 


he conclu- 
deth not 
the queſti- 


on zor is 
ablurd, 


TheD. 


juſtifieth 


one fall. 


fore confured, to wir, that the Churches of Epheſus& Smyrna &c. hood by 


were the verie cities. And thus we have heard all that he can (ay, 
to ſhew that ſore of theſe Churches were morther- cities: he pro-. 
miſed alſo to prove that they were metropolican-Churches ; but 
either he forgot it; or he thought it better ( in policie) to over- 
paſle it, then to meddle with it. For, vnleſſe he cou!d prove 
that the Angel and Church of Thyatira, were ſubje& to the 
Angel and CHVRCH of Pergamus : and likeweiſe, that the 


+ , Church of Philadelphia and her Angel, were ſubje& to the 


Angel and Church af Sardis : ( which were to controvle 
and contradit the texr of ſcripture which equallerh them 
one with the other) it were in vaine to afftirme, and indiC 
cretion to vndertake to prove, that any of theſe 7 . Churches 
were metropolitan Churches. 


And 


another,ſo 
well per- 
formerh 
he his firft 


promile; 


his ſecond 
he forgat 


LID. 3» « MEE. « © Fs. .2. 
And this may ſuffice for refutation of all chat he bath ſayd in 
defence of that one and onely argument, which. he propoſed, as 
ounded on his text, to prove that the Churches were properly 
ioceſes, That which followeth in his ſerm. pag. 18. touching the 
courſe which the apoſtles rooke for the converting of any nation 
(viz. firſt topreach the goſpell in the chedft citie thereef and afier the conver. 
on of ſome fewe, to ordeme Presbyters, m bope by their Manſterie to conver 
the reſt ,)was carried by the Refuter to conclude(by a new profyllo. 
giſme) the maine point of the former argument, to wit, that the 
7. Churches were great and ample cities, with their countries ad. 
zoyning? and he had reaſon foto referre it, becauſe he found botk 
pointes thus knitt togither , it carnor be deryed that the Churcha 
whereof the Angels Were Byſhops were great and awple cities ec. For it u 
evident that the Apoſi les When they intended to cenvert any nation firſt prea- 
ched to th: eherfe-cuties $6. But becauſe the D. changeth the analyſis, 
and carrieth it from the particular queſtion of the 7. Churches,to 
the generall Theſis, which his ſermon propoſeth (touching all the 
viſible Churches, which fRorithed, aſwell in the age following the 
apoſtles as in their owne times) I will, tor the preſent, paſſe byit 
whiles we are to examine, what he alleageth more dire&ly to con» 
clude,his explicarion of the text,that he handicth; to witt, that the , 
angels of the 7. Churches were dioceſan Byſhops, ſuch as ours are 
which is thethird point of his 5. mentioned in his ſermon , and 
handlcd in the 7. chap. of this booke, and wherevnto pertcineth 


the handling of that 3.& 4.{cR. lib. 1. cap. 2. which there was re- 
{crred to this place. 


Cap.2. Concerning the number of the angels mentioned 
in the text, and whether they were Dioceſan Biſhops. 


We are nowe come to examine how well the D. opened that 

doubr, which his Refuter tolde him, (anſw: pag. 3.) he erther did 
SeQt. 1.24 nor or wenld not ſe. The doubt is, Whether by the Angel of the 7 .Churche, « 
lect. 3. Wi be meant 7. fi gular perſons onely, Which Were 7. cheife Paſtors or Cy 
ps wn, mn thoſe Churches; for in lis ſermon he had taken this for grauntcd, 
det,pag.z1 3 if there were no queſtion to be made therof; now though he & 
72.3334, Biſhop Bilſon alſo(as his words ſhew;perper. govern. p.235.289 ) 
ate therein yery bold ,yet leaſt the Rgtuter ſhould iceme to be _ 

0 
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of reaſon in tendring this doubt, he putteth the D. 1n mind, thar 
the Holy Ghoſt doth not (in the vntolding of the myſtcrie of the 
9. ſtarres' and. 7.candlelticks) ſo preciſely limitr, th: nomber of 
the Angels, ſignified by the ſtarres, as he doth the Churches figu. 
red by the candlefticks: and therefore urgeth the D. in this man- 
net. 7/ Af. D, will needs bave theſs Angels to be dioceſan By ſhops, be muſt 
giue 14,4; leaſt ſame likely reaſon, why the Holy Ghoit lomuteth vor the nons- 
ber of the Angels, aſvp:ll as of the Churches to 7, and no more : which he 
ſpake ro provoke him, (it be meant to defend his ſermon, and the 
;rgument which he drawerh there, for the juſtifying of our dioce- 
ſan Byihops in their function) to gitue us ſome probable reaſon; 
why thcHo: Ghoſt hath not (o clearly limitred the naber of the an- 
gels to 7; as he doth the naber of che Chur. Bur albeit the D.rook 
notice of thoſe words of the Retuter, yet hath he nor yeelded{(in al 
his defen(e) any ſhzwe of reaſon, to give to bisreader or Retuter 


any atiſfa&ion in this point, neyther an{wereth he dire&ly to that. 


which his Refuter obj<&ed; bur in his name ſetterh downe ſucha Thr D. 
frame of reafoning, as might beſt ſerve his turne, both to divert 9-aleth 


his reader from exp<aing any ſuch matter at his hands, as was de- , 


maund:d;and to perlwade, that his Retuter reaſoned over-weakly, 


' to prove that the number ot Angels was not limitted. In which la. 


ter point, (notto inſiſte vypon the former) whoſoever judiciouſly 
compareth the Refuters owne words with thoſe which the D. al- 
cribeth to him; he may ſoone diſcerne how deceitfully this D.dea- 
th. For 1; whereas the Refurer(in viewing the whole verſe where- 
of his rext is a pare ) obſerveth that the Holy Ghoſt doth not ſo 
plainely and expreſly limitt the number of Angels ynto 7. as he 
doth the number of the Churches; the D. not daring dirc&lyro 
contradict this aſſertion; ( tor if ke ſhou!d have aftirmed, that the 
numbcr of the Angels, are in the words of his text, limitted to 
the number of, 7; as plainely as the number of Churches, are in 


eceittule 


the words following; every child might have ſeen? that he falſified TheD, 


his texr;therefore)he giueth his Refuter a more general! propofiti- <'/ppeth 
on to prove; to witt, that th: Huvly Ghoſt hath not (at all, any *** Retu- 


where, or any way? timirted the angels ro 7. and {econd!y,that 
be might the eaſilicr drawe his partiall readers ro apprehend the 


cer Words 
and pro. 
venteth 


weaknes of his Refurers arguments, he bluſherh not both to his pur. 


go in 


clipp his words, and peryert bis purpoſe. He clippeth his words Pole, 
Gg | 
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The DoQ, 


lippe . aro 
pe - o tively, & by way of probabilitie, that as itis ſaid. They. candleft; 


The 7. Angels wore Then 7. perſons, 


words and ave the 7, Churches, tn like manner the nm =* (ut ſeemeth). Wold bars 
e 7. (turches, in calc, be had 


rverteth' fasd, T be 7. fares are the 7. Angels of 
purpolc zyrended to ſoynifie no more but 7. Angels. He perverterh his purpoſe, in 
drawinge this ſpeach to prove the former, which (being taken as it 
was ment)needeth no proote. For.the words of the text doc ſhewe, 
that the nomber of 7. 1s not given to the Angels, in ſuch expreſſe 
termes,as it is tothe Churches. This therefore being in it (elfe evi 
dent,the Refuters meaning was,from hence to inferre aprobeble 
reaſon, to prove that the Holy Ghoſt,in explaninge the miſterie of 
the 7. {tarres, had no intent to teach, that the Angels ſignified by 
thoſe ſtarres, were. 7, perſons onely, and no more, His reaſons 
may be thus diſpoſed, 

{f the Holy Ghoſt hath not limnitted the number of the Angels to y.by (ay 
ing the 7. ſt.wres are the 7. Angels of the Churches: thenit ſeemeth, be wits- 
ded not to (ionifie that, they Were but 7. and no more. 

But be hath not by ſo peaking limutted their number to 7, 

T herepre it ſeemeth,he intended not ro ſignifi, thats they Were but 7.4ud 
ws Pore. 

The conſequence of the propoſion (being the onely point that 
can be doubted of) is confirmed by this proſyllogiſme. 

7f the Hely G hoſts meaning to limsr the nowwber of the Churche be cleare- 
ly diſcovered, by ewiſe mentioning the nombty of 7. (burches, (m ſaying that 
the 7. ſtarres arethe Angels of the 7. (hurches, and that, the 7. candieſticks 
are the 3, (burches:) then it ſeemeth; he Would have ſarde the 7. (tarrs art 
the >. Angels of the 7. Churches, in caſe be had intended to ſignify no more 
but 7.anpels. 

But the former 1s evident : T herefore the later cannot be demiea. 
To all this the Do&. giveth no other anſwere,then ( in pag. 32) 
that the Holy Ghoſt hath more plaxiely limitted the number, then if he has 


{414 ſo, For if be had ſaid,they are the 7 ; Angels of the 7 . (hwrches, a captions * 


Sophiſter ,vrould have expounded, ſepre.7.by ſcptens, ſeven a peece; but when be 
fanh.T he 7. ftarrs are the angels of the 7 ,( hurches, he plainely ſignifieth,that 
there were init (6 many of them,as of the{, huxches . But hath this DoGtor 
(think you) avy tellowes among men of his degree and learn- 
13, 


2 
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in making him to ſpeak peremptorily, rhat the Holy Gboſt Would have 
ſaid, they. ftarrs are the 7. Angels ce. whereas he-ſpeaketh compare. 
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ing, thar will ſubſcribe ro this anſwere, and ay as he doth, thar 
the words of his text doe plainely ſignify , that there wete juſt 


fo many of the angels as of the Churches,and that they doe more ,q.,,, 11. 
lainely limit the number of 7: then if.it had bene ſaid. The 7. lowes in 
|_ are the 7, angels of the 7. Churches? Or diditevcren- thifting, 


ter into the heart of any other, who agreeth with him in the in- 
zerpretation of his text, to imagine, that the Holy Ghoſt did 
therefore ſay, thar the 7. ſtarres were the angels ( rather then the 
7,angels ) of the >. Churches ; becauſe he would give no Occa- 
Gon to any captious Sophilter , to expound /eptem by ſeprenz, fo 
to couclude, there were juſt 7. 1n every Church? When the 
Holy Ghoſt-ſaith ( 1. Regumn, 20.) that the King of Aram had in 
his army 32. Kinges with horſes and chariots, and went up with 
them to beſeege Samaria; it the Refuter ſhould deny the nume 
ber of the horſes and chartors, to be juſt 32. as were the Kings 
there mentioned: it ſcemeth that ſuch a captious Sophiſter as the 
DoRor is, would be ready to contradict him, and to anſwer; 
that the number of horſes, in that army is more plainely limited 
tothe juſt number of 32; then if .ic had bene [aid , that thoſe 
22. Kinges had 32. horſes; for if it had bene ſo ſayd, 
the later number of 32 . might have beene expounded by 32, 
a peece. But why ftrive .I to diſcover the vanitic of the Doc- 
tors falſe and captious ſhifts , which lyz open eo the viewe of all 
that are not blinded with over groſle parttalitie? 

Since therefore it 1s apparant that his texr limiitteth not the 
number of Angels unto 7, as it doth the Churches; there is 
no reaſon he ſhould (o lightly overp2fic thoſe things from thence 
inferred by his Refuter as he doth ſaying, (pag. 33. ) 7r ts not 
wateriall. What, the Refuter iſerrech from 1he nor bmuta:2n of things 
Let the reader weigh the inferences with tis anfweres ro them 
and then judge. The inferences are theſe, T h.z the Hel; Ghoit 
vm not limetting them to any number , winlie have 15 to nderstand. 


' 1, that, there was moe av9'ls or Biſhvps then 75. 11 theſe Churches ( as 


tat, place. eAttes 20, 17 --28. cond erning Epn f's ſhewerh ) and tonſe- 
quently they were not Dicer ſm Biſhops. 2. Whore tne nf 11ption of 
ee» y epiſth written to thife Churches, wu 19 tt angel pr the forguler NM 
ber; it muſt not be taken Literally for one onely,bs t fignratroddy, ard by a fy- 
#e.b.4ocbe, the ſirgular for the plural., for more t!12.n one. But becauſe 
Gg 2 Lacre 
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' #mor ſingule thinge. 


there is a vaile that hideth the light from his thongh = 
ſcofte deſyreth his Refuter ro wr him ar yer will __" 
to his requeſt in good earneſt, and afford him ſome help, by refy. 
ting his —_— produced which bung in his light, and where. 
by he periwadeth himſelfe( as it feemeth) the angels of thoſe 
Churches were juft 7. and go more, which done: his Refurers in. 
ferences will ſtand good for any one word he hath ſaid to thecon. 
trarie. His firſt argument is thus framed by himſelfe. 

T he ſtarrs Which Chriſt held m his right hand, were. juſt . 7, or lit: 
ro the number of 7. Apoc. t.16.and, 2.1. - 

T be Angels of the 7, Churches, Were the fterrs which (rift held in hy 


right band Apoc. 1. 20. g 
T herefors the Angels of the 7. (aureba Were juſt 7. or limited to he 

number of 7. th 
A word or two to the aſſumption, and then three or foure to Go 


the whole argument. The aſſumprion is falſe and not proved by 
the place quoted, which faith, th.ee the 7. fFarrs ere the Angels ef the te 
7.Churcha,and not as the aſſumprion ſaith,the Angels are the 7.ft.rre, 
And I hope when the D. ſhall conſider it, he will finde (nor that 
they are all one, but that) there is a great difference betwene them, 
For when it is ſaid, the 7.ſtarrrare the Angels, it is a meronymie of the 
adjunR, as if it had bene ſaid, the 7. ſtarrs doe ſignifye the Angels 
of the 7. Churches: bur ſo it cannor be ſaid, that the Angels ſig- 
nifie the ſtarrs: Thele 2. ſentences therefore are not all one, there is 
a ſallacy inthe 2quivocation, 

To the whole argument (hall need ſay little more; for if the 
D. will but draw the curtzine and looke a little vypon theſe argy- 
ments which are of the like forme and figure; he may without apy 
further helpe or more a doe, diſcerne the deceit of his owne at- tl 
gumentarion. n 

it. Theranme which Daniel ſavve (cap. 8.3.) vas one onely 0146vide- 7 
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T he Kinges of the Aſedes and Perſians were that ramwme verſe 20 ,T hint | 
Gre the Kinges of the Medes and Perſrans were one onely marvedague or ſi- 
gular thing. 

2. T he bornes Which Tachavie ſave ( cap. 1. 18.) Were ju#t 4. or bi- 
mited to the wwmber of 4, 6 vere the Carpenters Whch bs ſam, 
verſ. 20. 
By 


P's But ehey that ſcatired 
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udab Were thoſe bornes; and they that frighted 

thew ay, were the C rs. | 

T berefore thty that ſcattred [udab vere juſt 4 perſons, or limi:1ed 19 tha 
gawber of 4. and [6 Were they alſo that frighted thems atvay. 

35. Aholth and Aholibah were two weomen,ths dang veer) of ons mother 
the. Exech. 2.3.2 $4 
Samaria and leruſalom Were Aholah «nd Abolbah verſ. 4, 

T herefore Samarie and [ernſalem Yyere'two weonsen the dang httrs of one 
wether, Cc 

4. The Wiſe virgins which tooke oile in their [1n9ps to meets the Bride 

e were juſt 5.07 lemitted to the number of 5. So were the fooliſh virgins 
Which lacked oile in their lamps, Math, 2 5.1-4. ' 

Bat the ſyncere profeſſors of (rſt and bis truth ave the wiſe virgins, and 
the profane or hypocruicall profeſſors are the forhſh virguis(as all agree m thew 
comments. ) 

T berefore the —_—__— of Chriſt o& bu truth are jult 5. or lanut- 
ted t» the number of 5, And ſs are the profane or hypocritical, &+c. 

Thus 1 could goe on, a tribus ad centumw, but by this time, I 
hope, the D. ſcerh the #quivvcation which lyeth in his owne ar- 
gument: for either he lacketh the word #7: ina double ſence, tos 
witt, for the tipe inthe propoſition,and for the antitipe or thing 
ſignified in the affumprion; or elſe (and rather) the zquivocation 
lieth in the word Were,which in the propoſition is taken, /abFantur, 
but in the afſumprion ſigwiſicarine, For (cing himſclfe doth thus in- 
terprete his rext (ſerm. pag. 2-) T he 7. ſtarres are (that is, doe ſignifie) 
the Angels of they. Churches, his aflumprion is falſe, vnleſle it be thus 
vnderitood, q. d. T he Angels of the 7. (hurches, were ſigmfied by the » 
Rar, which (brift heldin bus right hand, Andif it be ſo vnderſtood; 
then to avoide foore termes, (which marre the faſhion of his argu- 
ment) the propoſition muſt be thus changed. T he perſons whoſe Mi- 
witerie 5s repreſented by the 7. ftarres , which (hrift held m bis right band 
e* ju} 7.But this is ſo groſſc an vntruth; that the D.cannor but ſee 


' it, and unleſle there be an other vaile to ſhadowe him wil be aſha- 


med to ayouch it ; much more to alleadge the words of the Holy 
Ghoſt (Apoc. r. 16.8 2.1.)to mainteyne it; ſeing he acknowledg- 
eth all che Miniſters of the goſpel to the worlds end,to be,by their 
office, farrs and ſhining lights(ſo his ſermon of the dignitie of the 
Miniſters,p.61,)And in this ſerm© in quelt.p. 5 5. he faith of Dioc: 
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Biſhops in thar-they are ſtarres which Chriſt holdeth in 

his tight hand; yea he affirmeth the ſame of onr Biſhops at this d 

(pag-98. )Wherefore there heing no need of any longer diſcourſe, 

| to remove the yaile of this firſt argument, 1 might here proceed 
' . totheſccond. But before come to it, (to prove the contradiao. 
ric to his concluſion, I thus. reaſon; 

All the eMmiſters of the word that, bad charge-to feed and oveſu 
the Chriftien people, in rboſe 7. Churches, were ſignified by the ſtares which 
Chriſt beld in his right band. A 

But all the Miniſters of the ord, that hal charge to feede; and overſee the - 
(oriſtian people, in'thoſe 7.Churches; were more then 7. ſingu/ar perſons oneh. 
T herefort the perſons ſuguified by the ftarres , Which Chriſt beld in his right 
hand, Were more then 7. ſingular perſons onely. 

"The aſſumption needeth no proofe, ( more then whartis after 
gathered from AR, 20. 28, ) ſince ir is of all our adverſaries ac- 
knowledged , and the deniall of it is the utter overthrowe of 
their whole building. For how ſhould this text juſtify the ſuperio- 
ritie of Biſhops above other Miniſtcrs; if there were not diverſe 
Miniſters in each of theſe Churches, ſubje& ro one Biſhop? Andif 
there were but onely 7. angels , (that is Biſhops) in thele 7. chur- 
ches, there was then-but one onely angel or Biſhop in each & verall 
Church; bur it is cleare by that place of the As, that there was 

' more then onein thatChurch of Epheſus , ſeing it ſpeakerh of Bi- 

opsin the plurall number ordeined, and fet over that Church 

the Holy Ghoſt, and it muſt necds be with the reſt of theſe 

7. as it was with it, and others,Phil. 1.1. AR. 13.1, 2, & 14 
233. Tit. 1. 5. 

"The Propoſition 1s a truth not to be denied, ſcing it is alſo con- 
feſled by the DoRor ({-rm: of the dignitie of the Miniſters, p2gs 
46: and 61. )andealy to be proved, if any man elſe ſhould gait 
fayit . For 1. the true reaſon, why the name of Srarres is vicdto 
ſignify the Miniſtersot God, and to explane their fun&ion is this, 
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earth (Gen. 1.17.)and to governe the night: (Plal.136. g.)ſoitis 
the office of the Miniſters in gznerail(& not of Dioceſan Biſhops 
in particular ) to ſhine as lights vnto the Church: s1n all puriric 
dattrine and holynes of converſation ( Mat. 5-44, 15. loh.5.35+ 
Phil,2,15, cam cap. I 4.,))that men which agturally aic iu dark- 
; 1C8$ 


viz. that as the ſtarres are (cr in the firmament to ſhine upon the * 
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.8.)may have'their hartes enlightened & 
\&.26.18, myths 4d dre wy the way of 
obedience. Pſal. 119.10F.) Wherefore fince it is the office and du-' 
tie, of all Miniſters in generall, thus to ſhine and enlighten orhers;- 
it muſt needes be granred, that the name of ſtarres doth equally a- 
to all. 2. And in this ſenſe the word is vſed, whenirt is ſayd; 
tharthe third part of the ſtarres was darkned ( Rev. 8. 12. )& that 
the Dragons ratle drew, the third part of the (tarres'of heaven,ant 
caſt them eorhe earth, (Rev, 1 2.4-)For hereby we are to vnderftid 
the corruption and apoſtacie(nor of Biſhops & Archbiſhops one- 
ly,but) of preachers & Teachers in general}; which in huge heaps 
and multitudzs, were drawne toimbrace & teache, hzrcſy, ſuper- 
fiition; and idolattie. 3. Moreover, although it be ſo with the Mi- 
niſters of the word, as it is with the arrer, that (as one ſtarte Gif- 
ferech from an ocher in glory. 1, Cor. r5. 41. ſome here excelling 
others in guifes and labours, ( 1. Cor. 12. 4, 11, & 2, Cor. 11.23) 


ſhall alſo exceed them hereatrer in glorie :(1. Cor. : 8; )yetirno, 
F mee 


where appeareth in holy fcripture, that the name of farrs is giver” 
to any one degree, or order of Miniſters ; much lefſe appropriated 
tothe epiſcopall fun&ion, to declaretheir-preheminence ; digni- 
tic or advancement above other preachers.. 4.Neyther is that gra- 
cious proteRion and ſaferie which is aſſured ro the Miniſtets of 
Chrilt(by his holding the 7. ſtarres in his right hand, (Rev. r.:6. 
20, & 2, 1. ) any priviledge proper to Biſhops, but a fayour which 
he communicateth to all, that faithfully ſerve him, in their Mini- 
terial funRion whatever it be,for the promiſe both of Chriſts pre- 
ſence and aſſiſtance (Exod, 3. 12.Mat. 28.20. )to prote& or deliver 
from evill. Ier. 1.18.19. Ezck. 2.6. 8&3. $. 9. AR. 18, 9. 10.) & 
topreſerve from falling . 2: Tim. 4. 17.18; Rev: 12: 4. )doth c- 
qually agree unto all;; without any reſpe& ro their-outward pre- 
heminence, or lower ſtanding. Wherefore to prove thepropoſiti- 


, on againſt-all gayn(ayers thus Treaſon, 


eAll that. in thiſe7. Churches,” Were bound by office to enlighten 0- 
thers and to gieide them in the Way of lift by the light of they dofFrims, and 
hed the promiſe of Chriſts preſence t0 aſſiſt proteft & preſerve them: (all ſuch 
[ey ) Were figmfied by the Fares Which Chriſt beld is his right band. 

But all the Admiſters of the Worde , thet bad charge to frede; 
| ard - 


Sea. 3» 


ThcDoR. perſos,or 7.individua? Who then hath ſuch a vaile before his eyes, 


roycrn 


wem per ſiryving to prove sdem per 5dem ? for thus he reaſoncth , 


| idcm. 


1b.-3.. They. Ange! hend all Miniſters, Cay.s, W* 
andoverſce the { briſfien people in th-ſe 7. Chureber , were ſuch poſer, @ I 0 
#n thoſe Churches fFood bound by office,to enlightin others, and to guide thew Wt 4** 
in the way of life, by the light of their deftrine, and bad the promiſe of Chriſt, WM 
preſence, to aſſiſt , proteft, and preſerve them. al 

T berefore all the Miniſters of the word in thoſe y. (" hurches , were ſig. (ne 
wified by the ſtares, which (briſt held in bis right band, the 


And from henee.it followeth, that all the Miniſters of the word Wl 
in thoſe Churches ( which were many, or at leaſt ) more then one rec 
incach Church) are alſo comprehended vnder the name, of thy 7-1 
angels of the 7. Churches, For , &) 

eAll the perſons (whieh then living in thoſe Churches ) were ſignified by up 
the ſtarres which (brit beld in his right band; were comprebenagd alſo vs- __ 
der the name of the angels of thoſe 3. Churches. gel 

But ali the EMmniters of the word which attended on the feeding of thy te 
flockof Chriit m thoſe places, were ſignified by the itarres which Chit beld Ct 

in bs right hand, -" 

T berefore , all thoſe « Aliniſtert (which were divers in each Church a ſa 
is before ſhewed)were coprebended vnder the name, of the angels of the 7.Ch, (a 

But there wilbe a ficter occaſion hereafter to fortify this con. M ©? 
cluſion: I will therefore paſle to the D. ſecond ſyllogilme, which WW ©! 
ſtanderh thus; 

Of p.monades or vnityes,ſach as be 7. ſmpiller per ſous the number is inft 7. v1 
T be angels were 7. monades or vnityes,as bemg 7. ſmagular perſons, 
T berfore, of the angels , the number us wt 7. 
May I demand of him,what moved him to add this clauſe to his þn 
propolitio, fuch as be 7. ſingular perſons? Did nor his (cience and con- - 
ſcience tell him, that there are in the ſcriptures ſundry monades or 


ynitycs of men&angcls,which are not to be taken for ſo many {in- . 
gular perſons; but rather for ſo many ſererall rancks or focicties? ry 


{o that if this clauſe had bene omitted , he foreſawe his propoſitio 
had bene liable to juſt reproofe . Againe, when he ſaith that che ns- 
ber 34ſt 7. doth he nor meane, that the number is juſt 7. fingular , 


as not ro ſee, that this argument is a frivoulons trifling and a vaine 


T he angels were 7. monad:s , as being 7. ſingular perſons ; 
T herefore they were wi? 7, mndrvidua , or 7 . ſingular perſons. Pf 
Wherefore, for a dixe& aulwere to the argument as it ſtandeth, 
| bs 


[ 


i ſhallſuffice, to rejeR the a 
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(ſumprion,as a palpable begging of the 
ion. And it is as palpable an vntruth which he adjoyneth: for 

the proofe thereof, when he ſaith.T hat, it appeareth by the inſcription ef 51, 1, 

the 7. Epiitles write to them, that, the Angels Were 7 .ſmgal perſons, FOr 1T aſſumption 

cannot appeare by thoſe inſcriptions , till he hath proved, 1. that beggerh 

the Angels of the 7.Churches, ſignifyed by the 7.ſtarrs in his text, *h< quelti6 

vere none other then thoſe Angels, ro whom the Epiſtles were d1- ane _ . 

reced; and that the Angels writren to in thoſe in{criptions , were —_ = 

5. ſingular perſons. There are, I confeſle, which graunt the latrer ,;ych, 

& yer deny the former. For though they primarily vnderſtand tw 

po}ta, the preſident of the Presbytery by that one Angell noted 

inthe inſcription: yer they reſtraine not the name of ſtarrs or An- 

pls in his rext to thoſe preſidents onely; but intend the alſo to all 

the Miniſters of the word, that attended one the feeding of rhelg 

Churches. Wherefore, he ſhould have proved, and not aſſumed 

withour proofe, this point, viz. that the Angels in his text are the 

ſame in number, neyther more nor lefſe, then thoſe Angels that are 

(according to their ſenſe ) primarily poynted at inthole inſcriptt- 

ons. Ochers there are, who though they acknowledga preſident in 

every ſocietic of Minilters, throughout thoſe Chy yer they limit nor 

that title in the mſcriptio to the preſident onely; but take it tor the 

whole ſociety. Wherefore this is a ſecond poynt, which the D. 

ought ſtrongly to have cofirmed,if he would have reaſoned ſound- 

ly, For whereas he addeth, that, whoſoever ts able to count 20. mry tafily The D. 4- 

fnde juſt 7. if he meane(as he muit, to conclude his purpoſcuſt,7. gaine pro- 

fingular perſons, what elſe doth he againe bur rrifle,in jultifying vein dem 

one yntruth by another, or rather in labouring agayne to prove P** 146, oc 

Kew per idem? And may it pleaſe him in his next detenſe, to recite na, = _ 

them plainely and as he ought, inthis manner. The Angcelof yer, 

the Church at Epheſus, was one ſingular perſong the Angel of the 

Church at Smyrna, was a ſecond ſingular petfon; and fo of the reſt. 

I willif his Refuter cannor)keepe tale for him and tell in the ende, 


z 


that (aotwichſtiding his boaſt) he hath 7.times together begged, 7;,.n. 


what he ſhould and would have proved, but cannor. For he hath Lovocth 7 

already been put in minde ( and that with more ſhew of reaton times regis» 

then he can remove, )that in the inſcriptions of thoſcepiltles, the Fact, 

vord Angel in the ſingular naber, noterh rhe whole company of 

Angels.or Biſhops, which were 4n = Church, and ror one Gr gu- 
: lag 


T. Dogels mare rven 7. perſort, Cip.z, 
lar perſon onely. 
If his meaning be,(a5 it ſeemeth by his lat words, (7. Angel: nexthe- 
wore ner |:ſſe) to reaſon thus. The Angels ro tbowre the 7. epiſt les wer 
Written, Were, 7 Ang ls, or 7. moneda. of Argels, neyther more ror leſt, 
T berefore they Were, 7. (ngular perſons;chough the faiſhood of the con. 
fequence appeareth by thar already (aide; yer to make it more ape 
parant, [ here tender to his veiwe theſe fewe arguments. 

: T he Angels by whom the Geſpell ts ſayd to be publiſhed. Apec. 14. 6, 
8. g. vere 3. Avgels or 3. vnntics of Ar gels, ether wore wor leſſe, T berth 
why were 3. ſingul.ty perſons. 

2 T be Kings meant by tht ». heads of the beaiF. Apoc. 17, g.10,.\pen 
7. nexchtr more nor leſſe: Ergo.7. ſingulas perſons. 

3 ThelVwgins mentoned Math. 25 . 1. 2. Were 16. nexther more ney 
lefſe, T he tw» five; there noted ſhewe the account to be j16l ten, as every one 
#hat, 621 tell 20. well kneweth. 

4 T bu King of the Seuth and King of the North Dax.1t. 5.15. wart 
two monades or Unilies. 

35 Thepawne refuſmg the marriage banquet were 3. monades & vni« 
ne, [3 reckoned one by one. Luk; 14- 18. 19. 20. 

6 GSo Werethe ſervants that, had the tallents commited vo them Mah, 
2J. 1J-is. 

7 The men ſound tn the feild at. the leſt daye are outly two vnities fo art 
the Wormen at. the mill, ath.24. 40.41. 

Shall we therefore conclude, that, every of thoſe were ſo many ſuniiar 
perſons , neythey more nor leſſe? 

8 Andmuſltwealſolimittthe number of thoſe 14. 4000.men- 
tioned Apoc. 7. 4-8. toſo many perſons, neyther more nor leſle, 
becauſe 12.times 120co. doe preciſcly conclude that number? It 
is weil knowne that in theſe (criptures, a certeine number is put tor 
an vncertaine- and vnlimited; and that in ſome of theſe, (where a 
diſtribution 1s made of diverſe vnities) weare thereby to vndet- 
ſtand, not ſo many ſingular perſons preciſcly; but ſo many rancks 
or orders of perſons agrecing in one thing, asApoc. 14. 6.9. thitt 
rancksof Miniſters ſucceeding one another, and.concurring in one 
courſe of doRrine. The 7. Kings and the two Kings above met- 
tioned. Apoc.17. & Dan.r 1. were ſo many orders or ſtates of g0- 
yernament, The parrties.refuſing che marriage feaſt, were ſo many 
compaaies agreing ia ons excule &c, In like manner, if the Refue 
ter 
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ter (hall ſay, that thoſe 7 monades of Angels reckoned up,Apoc. 2, 
& 3. were ſu many ſocieties of Miniſters, conjoyned in one charge 
of one Church; the D. may ſce his interprecation is backed, by 
many like ſpeeches in {cript. where one monade or vnitie, is put for 
many linked togithe in one ſocietie, 


Paſſe we now on to his 3. argument; from which we might well ScQ.s. 


paſſe ſcing it might have bin berter ſpared then ill ſpent; 1t being 
nothin2 but a new repetition of what he urged before, to prove the 
aſſumption of his ſecond; onely he hath here (et in forme of reaſo- 
ning the ſtrength of that which was in ſubſtance of marter there 
d:livered when he fayth. T he inſcriptions of the 7. epitles Written to the 
Angels, dve ſhew th its they were 7. rrgulir perſons, But leaſt he ſhould 
jadze berecr of it,then there is caule, I will not retule to examine it, 
and rhis 4t18. 

T  whame the epiſtl-s Were Written they Were juſt 7.(@& they Were Write 
ten ſingale ſongulss, thr firs to the firſt exc.) 

Tothe Angels of thez. C burches, the 7. epiitles Were Wricten, 

T herefere the Angels of the 3. Churches, Were jufe 7. 

Oace againe 1 mutt demaund wha: he meaneth by juſt. 7? If 7. 
fingular pzrſons onely;the propouli:ion is groſly falſe; and that allo 
which he addeth for the proofe thereof: tor thoſe epiſtles were nor 
wricten ſingule ſiagubs perſorrs, each to one onely perſon, but rather 
ſmgule ſngulis ſoctctaribug;each epiltle to that ſocictie of Angels or By. 
ſhops, which attended on the Church, 1n that citie men:1onedin 
the inſcription, and not to them alone, but allo to the whole Ch. 
(as is manifeſt by Apoc. 1.11.)and conſequently (in regard of 
that communion which all Churches have one with anorhier) ro 
thereſt of the Churches, yea to every one that hath an care ro 
heare;25 the concluſion of cach epiltle thewerh chap. 2.7.11.17. 
29. and chap 3. 6. 13.22. 

As for the teſtimony of Arethas & Ambroſe, they nothing help ta 
conclude his purpoſe, ſcz.that the Angels in bs; text were ontly > pr1 ſous, 
For,as we need not deny,the Angels ro who the epiltles were writ 
ten, to be (as Arethas ſfaich) jt of the ſame nicer with the Churches: fo 
ve may graunt with Ambrolc, that theſe 7. Argels, Were the 2.1.lers of 
e7.Co.And yet ic followe:h not, that by thcAngels mentioned 1g 
the D.text, are mcnt onely 7.overfeing angels, other Angels or Mi- 
Uſt.cxcluded, as ſhalbc ſhzwed hereafter in aulw.to his next Ki, 

Ha 2 But touching the 
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2b. 3. The 7. Angels, more then 7, perſons. 2, 
the eeſtimony of fathers and new writers alſo, they are moe that 
are with us, then with him in this point, namely that ty the An. 
gel of the Church in each inſcription, is to be underſtood more 
then one Miniſter or Church-ruler, Mr,Fox in his meditations on 
the Revelation (pag. 7. 9.17.) gathciing and conferring togither 
the opinion of all interpreters that he could mect with, ſayth the 
all conſentedin this, that vnder the perſon of an Angel,the Pafloy 
and Miniſters of the Churches, were vnderſtood; ler the reader foe 
what he ſayth thcre concerning Auguſtinz Frimatius, Haynio, Be. 
6a, Richard, Thomas and others. 1 will alio here thewe what (ome 
of rhem ſaye. Auguſtin (epiſt, 13 2.)ſayth thus, Sic enim in Apoct- 
Iypſi legnurAngelus &c.Q.aod 1 deAngelo ſuperiorem Cealorum, 
et nonde prepotitis eccletiz; vellet inectligh, no conſcquenter dice 
ret habeo adverſu re &c. whereby he plaincly ſhcweth,that though 
he ſpake afterwards bur as of one; yet he vnecrſtood it of more 
thea one, as bis, 2. homely upon the Apoca!lyps ſhewerh, Quod 
autem dicit Angelo Thyatirz , habeo-adverſum te, dicit pigpo- 
firisecclefiarum. That. he {iyth ro the Angelof T hyatwa, f bave [vu 
Wh. ag2yn#t che, be ſayth it to the rulers of the (/ourcbes. And though By- 
ſhop Bilſon alledgeth him to prove the contrary in the (cif ſaaxe- 
piltle, (the words following) Laudatur ſub Angeli nomine prapo- 
fitus ecccſiz; the ruler of the Church is prarifed vader the name of an Angel, 
yet have we reaſo to think, he ment not to appropriate to one one- 
ly perſon, evther the title of prepoſitus eccleſiz, or the praiſe there 
ſp-ken of; Cing in the ſelfe ſameepilile compared with his 2 .home- 
ly betore named, he includeth borh the company of Pres byters & 
the whole Church, and it is eaſy to ſhew out of other his writings, 
that by prepoſiras ecclefig,rulcr of the Church, he vnderſtadeth all 
them that had authoritie to preach the worde, and co rebuke men 
of ſinre, &c (ce hisTraRt on Tohn,46.and de civitate deilib. r .cap. 
9.and Mr.Fox his meditations in apoc ex Auguſt:in Apoc, How, 
2, Interdum Angelorum nomine, eccleſias catholicas volnit intel- 
hgi:neq; enim ſoli (opinor) miniftci, ſed ct univerſitas tetius «- 

cl: fiz vocarur ad penirentiam. 

I could add :o him Chriſoſtom.in cap. 2.adTim. Ambroſe int, 
Cor. 11. 10. Ixrom on the ſame place,and Phil. r.1. Gregory it 
kis mvuial: on lob, lib. 11, cap. 3. Beda in Luk. lib, 2.cop-7+ 

Rupcitus 
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F F. 6 3. 7. Ange ore 7. ptr ons. LC. 4 
Rupertus Tincinen(/lib.1.inApoc,.c.z. Albin.lib.1, in Toh.1,Are- 
tiusin, Apoc 3-1.Marlorat in Apoc. 2, 1.Angelos ecclefialticariin 
dextra ſua haber Chriſtus, hoc c{t, paſtores omnes et epiſcopos ſeu 
yerbi Minillros porteſtare ſua regit &c, And that it was nor his 
meaning, by the Apoſtles meaning of the word Angel in the fingu- 
lar nomber in each inſcription ( as the D, would have it) to vaders 
ſnd one oncly cheife Paltor or Byſhop over the reſt, bur all rhe 
Miniſters of cach Church vnder that name,may appeate by that he 
fayth,that the 5 .epiſtle was written vnto the Paſtors of the Church 
which was a: Sardis, in cap 3-1-& againe in cap. 2. 1 aerililmile cft 
&c.Itis very like, that not ſume one of the ecclcftaitical governors 
i$nored her:& in the places tollowing, bur the whole luccetfion of 
the Byſhops & Cc, 

To paſl: by our owne writers, Mc. Fox, Mr.Pcrkivs , Mr.Brigh:t- 
mas 294 others, I will oncly note what D. Fullefiith in anſwer to 
the Rhemilts ina Apoc. tr, 20. S. lohn (faith he) by the Angels «ct 
the Churchrs meaneth not all that ſhould weare on their heads, 
myrers, and hold crofier ({taves in their hands, like dead Idols: Bue 
them that are the tairhtu!) meſſengers of Gods word,and utter and 
declare the fame. Againe they are called the «Angels of the Chareba , 
becauſe they be Gods m<([engers unto rhe Churches. Bur to ſhug 
up with the D. own teſtimonie,(of more worth in this caſe chen alf 
the reſt) in his ſermon of the dignutic & dutie of the Miniſters pag. 
46. and Gr. hetelleth us and that with proofe from ſcripture; 
thas neither the name of Angels nor the Whole title Angels of the (hurche dos 
ene any preheminence in d-gree. Wheretore(toende this point) ſince 
I 1ave made 1t cleare that the D. hath neither proved the number 
of angels in his text, to be limited to 7. nor removed that which 
his Refuter objeed to ſhew that their nomber is not limittedyhe 
Ref :tzr (or his freind) hath done enough to pull that vaile from 
his eics, which wks the occaſion (as it (cemeth)) of his wandring 
lo farre as he doth, our of the right way of cruch in his ſermon, 
and the defence thereof, For vnleſſe a man would frecly yeeld 
Y1to hi;m(what he aſſured to prove, but neyrhtr did nor canzame- 
ly) that the Angels mn bis text are 7. ſingular perſons and ws mor 
he hath no colour ( though never {o light ) to inferee (as he 
doth ) that they were Dezceſan Byſhops. 
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L76. 3. WAany Paſtors in one Coneregation. C. x: 
his Refuter as he wiſherb; yer by oppoſing him with a few que. 
ſions,and 2. ſyllogiſmes pretended ro be drawn trom his words, 
he doth his belt ro weaken his cauſe, In anſwering the queſtions 1 
will begin with the laſt firſt; and becauſe his 2. (yllogiſmes ate 
grounded upon the 3. laſt queſtions , I will take them in by the 
Way. G 
Firſt therefore, whereas he asketh whether im Epbeſuu there wer 
wore pe'ticular congr gations, ſemg bus R;futer ſaith, that m Eph: ſus there 
Were more angels? 1 an{were (as his Retuter had told him betore,and 
he could not bat heare) that the Church of Epheſus was then one 
onely congregation.And that many angels or Biſhops in Epheſus, 
cannot prove that there were in Epheſus many particular congre- 
pu For ſince the holy Glut calleth the Chriſtians at Ephe- 
as , one Church and one flocke ( a&. 20. 17. 28.)neyther dare I 
nor the Refuter, without bcgter reaſon then the Door doth yer 
bring any, forſake the grammaticall ſenſe, and expound him, as 
ſpcaking of more then one particular congregation. 

To the nexr queſtion , whether the Refirer (anſwer. prg. 2.) trright 
wor, that the engels (mentioned eApoc. 1. 20.) Were ſuch Þiſhops or Mwite 
Fers as Were Paitors ently of particular congregations? I anſwere, that the 
laſt eime I talked with him, he told me , he tooke the word eAn- 
g'ls, to belong in comon to all tbe Miniſters of the word, whether 
they be ſuch as are properly called Paſtorszor ſuch as are more pro- 

rly named Doctors or Teachers. And thercfore, when he (aith, 
that the Biſhops ſignified by angels, are e Mmiſters *Pattors cnely of particu 
lar congregarsons; that laſt clauſe is added to exclude,nort any ſuch as 
have the vffice of Teachers 1n one congregatio: but the D. Biſhops, 
ſuch as exerciſc a Prelacie over an whole Dioceſe; & 1m that regard 
have appropriated to themielves, the name of Angels, or Biſhops 
or Paltors, And here to put in an anſwere to his ſecond {yllogiſine, 
the Doctor may be pleaſed to knowe, that his skill in realoning 
much fayleth him zas will foone be ſcene, it his Refuter(who is as 
he ſaith bur a ſmatterer in logick ) doe but dcvide his one argu- 
ment ( as it mult be) intotwo. The firſt is this, 

Where are many Paſtors of particular congregations, there are more path 

awlar congregations then one: 

Bag at Epheſuathere Were many Paſtors. 

T herefire, 
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T berefore, at Epheſua there were more particular congregations then one, 

Behold here 4. termes in ſtead of rhree: wheretfore the conclu- 
fion may be , and is falſe, though both the premiſſes be true. If the 


i, DoQ. 
yllopilme 
ks b 


DoRor wil amend his faule,he muſt change his aſſumption & ſay, cermes, 


thus, But at Epheſus there Were many Paiters of particular congregations. 


The which as it is evidently falſe;{o it is nolefſe flaunderovs,to fa- The D. af. 
ther ſuch a ſaying on his Refuter whom he calleth his adverlarie. If ſumption 
he ſhall Qirive to make good the aſſumption thus changed, by that falle and 


ſeco4 argument, which is cloſely infolded in his reaſoning, he mult 
argue in this manner, 

Where were many eAngels,thert vere many Paitors of particular eongye« 
getions ; e At Ephcſua were many angels, 

T herefore ther: were at Eph: ſus many Paſtors of particular congregations. 

And then I muſt returne him his propoſition, as having ao co- 
lour , eyther of allowance from the refuters words, or of ronfir- 
mation in his owne defenſe. In deed if he had ſaid, that many 
angels of particular congregations,are many Paſtors of ſeyerall c6- 
gregations, his propoſition might have paſſed without controle- 
ment: the word Paſtor: being taken in a large con{iruQion for all 
Miniſters which breake the bread of life to their people . But then 
he ſhould be as farre to ſeck for the proofe of that which he muſt 
aſſume, viz. that at Epheſus there were many angels of particular 
congregations ; for it hath bene already ſayd,that the Refuter hol- 
dcth rhe Chriſtians of Ephefus , to be but one Church or Congre. 
gation, though it had many angels or Biſhops,to overſee and feed 
the came. 

Now by this that hath bene ſpoken , the anſwere to his 3. que- 
ſtion ( or 2. as he hath ſet it downe) and of his firlt fyllogiſme, will 
as no great ſtudy or labour. For whereas he demaundeth, woethey 
m one pr nicalar congregation there were more Paitorr then one? I anſwere 
that the word Paſtor being in 2 large ſenſe put for every one,that 
by his office, is bound to overſecand feed the flock over which he 
is fer) may be giyen to-many in one congregation, aſwell” as 
the name of a Bilhop is, Aces 20. 28. Phil. 1. 1. ( ſorcacheth 
D. Bilſon. Perpet. Govern. pag: 284. & D, Whit: de Pont. Ros. 
pag. 351:) And in this fenſe the Refuter taketh the word(as is be- 

fore noted ) when he faith ( anſw. pag. 2. and 4. ) that & be 
ST ARRES of beaven, aud ANGELS in this kynganne,. it not 
; Peper 
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reaſoneth 
Heccit- 
tully and 
ſecketh 


proper to duxeſan Byſbopr; but common to all true Paſtors icula con. 
Cp lor z.41d eb tr (in the De. text) are aber Paftory, 

r finding that the D. confoundeth thele names (ſerm, pag.z,) 
ot A».gels, Byſhops and Paſtors, he. was well content to forbeare all 
ftrife about words, and thought it ſufficient to ſeclude dioceſan 
Byſhops, by reſtrayning the Angels mentioned in his text, to the 
feeding and overſight of particular congregations: Wherefore the 
D. reaſoneth deceitfully , and ſeeketh advantage by adouble con- 
ſirugion of the word Peſter, when he thus diſputeth, 

T be Paſtor or Byſhop of a particulr congregation is but one, 

But taco Angell of the Churches (fauh the Refuter) did ſgnifie a paſter 
or Byſhop of a particular congregation. Ergo each Angel didſignifie but ons, 
For the propoſirionis talle in the Refuters conſtruction of the 
word at large,viz. for every one that hath ſuch an office, as the 


adyantag* Apoſtle vnderitandeth by the word Byſhop 'in bis writings. 


by => And though 'the aſſumption be true, rightly vnderſtood, yet 
conſtr. 15 it falſe in the D. rnderſtanding; both words appropriated 
on ofthe £9 One that is principally interreſſed (above other Miniſters of the 
word word that are his helps and aſſiſtants) in the feeding and 
paſtor, overſight, of any particular congregation . Wherefore , Gon 
ver the Do. indeavoureth to wring out of his Refuters an- 
ſwerez 2, concluſions dweltly ( as he faith ) contradidtorie to 
ſome other his aſſcrtions; yer as he hath not cftc&ed his pur- 
poſe; ſo hath he diſcovered falſhood and deceit in his owne 
£-&.6, IFcaloning, 


and thus ar lergth are we come to his firſt queſtion, where- 
. jy he would knowe of his Refuter, 1. What reaſon be hath 1 
forſake the grammeticalljonſe, in vnderſtanding by the Angel ( in tach 
6nſerupryon) more th:u ene. And ſecondly Where the Holy Ghoſt ſptaketh 
but as of one, bow be dare Without good reaſon, expound him as ſpeak; 
Sng of wore then ene? There were of the Iewes, who having (cet 
many great ſignes wrought by Chriſt, yet, ( as if he had ne- 
yer yeelded any figne at all) faide vnto him, we would {ce a. 
figne of thee Math. 12. 38. and 16. 1. and what figne ſheweſt 
thou? Iohn 6. 30 And the D. is not vnlike them herein. Could he 
be ignorant. that his Refuter (ariſw. pay.z.) yeeldcd reaſons, why 
heimrerpreterh thc word Argetin theinſcription of each epiſtle,not 
litcrallyfor one perſon, but by a ſynecdoche for the whole compt 
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nie of Angels in each Church?Yea & thoug 
of his reaſoning this way( pag. 3 1.& 33-)he hath not once putone 


> th 


es, 


+ 
h he twile taketh noti 


ce 


finger, towards the removing of that which is objeQed in this 
behalfe. Wherefore there is reaſon todemaund of him, 1, with 
what face he darcth ſuggeſt, ſo falſe a conceit into the mynde of 
his readers, viz. that the Refuter hath either no reaſon at all; or at 
laſt no good reaſon, to vnderſtand by the Angel (in the infcripri- 
on of each epiſtle) more Angels then one? And 2. why he ſhould fo 
iffly urge the licerall ſenſe, when he hath not anſwered that which 
isurged to infringe it? Notwithſtanding,to move him once againe, 
toenter into the confideratio of this point, I heve tender him one 
of the Refurers reaſons, in forme of argument, thus, 

if chere were more then 7. Angel: in the 7. Churches; theu the word Angel 
in the 31ſc ription of each epiſtle, ut not be taken Iuterally, for one onely perſon, 
but ſynecd>chically for more then one, 

But the firſt 3s true; ( as that place of the AR, 20,17. 28. concer- 
ning the Church of Epheſus) ſheweth: for there it appeareth, how 
there were more Angels or Biſhops then one in the Church at E- 
pheſus, and therefore more the 7, in then 7, Churches. 

T berfore the Word Angel in the wſcroption of each epiſtle muit not be raken 


' literally, for one oncly on; but ſynecdochwally fir more then one. And (e- 
0 


ing the D.here reaſoneth with hisRefuter,for the ſuperiority of Bi- 
ſhops,fr6 the nameAngel,as Hart doth wth D:Reinolds for the ſo- 
vereigntie of the Pope , or of one Preiſt, from the name Prieſt; it 
ſhall not be amiſſe , to fit him with the ſame anſwer, that D. Rei- 


nolds gave Hart. Not ſs; (faith D. R. p.252.) T he name of Preiit in Deut, is, 


this law ſronifieth the Presits ec, T he law gromg ſentence, againſt hins that 3. 
Globeieth the Picift,meaneth the Preiits according to a kind of ſpeach wwher- 
m the Whole is noted by the part. And giving the reaſon why he ſo in- 
terpreted the ſingular by the plural, he ſaith: f! is cleare by reaſon that 


the puniſhwent of the tranſereſſor hath relation to the latve; and the lawe Wile DCU. Te 
kth men to gee to the Preiſts, If D.R,for that cauſe had reaſon to fore ®* 


ſake the grammaticall ſ-nſe, why not the Ref. here?ſcing the (crip- 
ture ſendeth us to diverſe Byſhops in one Church, A&.20.17.28, 
Bur to proceede in the rcfutation of his aflertion or aunſwere 
before expreſſed; fince it is graunted there were more Angels or 
Bylhops then one in cach of thoſe 7. Churches: the reader is to 
be advertized, that now the courroverſic is come to this iſſue, whos 
Ii er 


+ 3.T he Ane. of the Ch:conteyneth all Min:of the ſame, Cz 
ther the (ingplarity of the word Avgrl, be a reaſon of more weight 
tO carrie 1t to one onely per ſon, then the plurality of Angels incach 
Church is , to intcrprete it by a ſynecdoche for the whole compa. 
Dy, The D. affirmeth the former, and (to countenance his cauſe) 
purteth this difference betwene the name of an Argel or Byſhopin 
generall, and the Angelof this or that Church:that where there ar 


many Minilters in one Ch-, though every one be an Angel, yet on Wl ter 
oncly that hath prechementce above the reſt,is to be honorcd with Wh nx 
the name of the Angel of that Church. On the cotrary,I affirme the Wl (? 
later, &therfore wil rndertake to prove, that where there arc many IM di 
Miniſters or Angels (ſuch as he acknowledgeth to be in everie of Ml th 
the 7. Churches) they have, everic of them, in regard of their fun- MW ar 
con, equall right to be called, the Angel of that, Churck; and thus1 
realon. a 
Tf «ll the Argels or Mimiflers in exch Church bad equall right to be called tit WY p' 
FAngel of that, Church, wherein they aamniftred; then this title, the Avgild WM th 
the (hurch, enght to be vnderitood ſynecduchically for the Whole company cud Wl ': 
wot (wteraliy for one onely. D 
But the firſt is true. T berefore alſo the ſecond, gc 


The aſlumprion is thus proved. 

All Geds meſſengers ſent to overſee and fd his flock, , have equallrightts MI 2: 
he called the Angels of thae, C hurch, wherein they minifer. All the Angelt < 
or Byſhops in each of the 7. Churches, Were Gods meſſengers , ſent to overſee i Pt 


«1d feed bis flicke. m 
T berefore all the Ang:ls or Byſhops #n each of the 7. (hurches, had equal Wl 10 
right to be called the Angel of that, (nurch wherein they mursſler.  [ 
The propoſition is the D.owne aſſertion. (ferm, of the dignt. ot WW th 
the Minitters pag. 61.) ſx 


The aſſumption is his owne alſo, (in the next ſcion pag. 34.) 
The concluſion therefore I hope will paſſe for curranr. 

Moreover it is no Icſſc abſurd to ſay, that this or that Miniſter 
is an Angel or Byſhop, bur nor the Angel of che Church which bc 
overſecth; then to faye,he is an Elder or Miniſtcr, but not an Eld:t 
or Miniſter of the Church &c. 2. yea, to yeeld the name of an Al 
gel ſimplie, or the Angel of the Lord, to agree fittlie to everic Mi- 
niſter of the word, & yer to rc{traine this title,the Angel of the Chia 
to one thar hath a preheminence above other Miniſters, is to &- 
ccire himſclte and others by a miſtakiog of the cauſe, why m_- 

ALLE! 
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XO . "me . 
es regroienced by the Starres, are called the Angels of their 
Churches , rather then the L. Angels : for the onely true cauſe is 
to diſtinguith them from the heavenly Angels , who are more uſu- 
ally called,che Angels of the Lord, 3.And it thele 2. titles be copa- 
in WF red; the name of the L-rds Angel, is much better to expreſie a prehe= 
n WT mincce in him, that is ſo intitled, the rhe Chwches Angeh'cing this Ia- 
« WF ter debaſeth his Miniſtery,much more the the former, Bur as theſe 
th names, the L. Miniſter or ſervent,and the Churches Munſter or ſervant 
x WW (Phil. r. 1. 2.Cor. 6. 4. cum. 4. 5. and Colof. 1, 24, 25.) ate it» 
w IM diffcrently taken, for ons and the fame perion or function, fo can 
of MW there no reaſon be yeelded , why alſo th:(e titles, rhe Lords angel, 
N- and the (hurches anot, ſhould be devided into leverall functions, 
${ To conclude, it neyther the fingularitic of the number , dos 

#2uea ſingular perſon; nor the right reaſon of the whole title, 1m- 
i: WI picth a preheminence in one above others, ſeing it is graunred, 
of WM that there were many Angels; and proved thatthe title here uſed, 
is(inregard of the fignification of the phrale ) comon to all; the 
D, bath no reaſon to ſay,that his Retuter doth without realon(yea 

200d reaſon) forſake the literal ſenſe of the numter, 
But albeit enough hath bene ſaid to ſhew that this title: T be an- 
"Wl 2:1 he Courch, is to be taken for the whole ſocictic of Miniſters in 
{lr WF every Church;rather then for one ſingular perſon ſctin a ſingular 
te MW prebeminence above the reſt; yet to fatiſhe thoſe which perhaps 
may demaunde, why thc Sonne of God ſhould give in charge to 
al WW John, to write vnto rhe argel, as one; rather then to the angels,as 

MW fo many; it ſhai not be amiſle to add this that followeth. r, I grant 
ot that as the number of the Churches particularly named, tully an- 

ſzereth to the 7. golden candleſticks, which repreſented thoſe 
Churches: ſo it was very fit, the cpiſties direed tothe Angels 
of thoſe Churches, ſhould in their inſcriptions, proportion:e the 
er WW number of the Angels, to the number of the ſtarrees , by whict1 
be thoſe angels were thadowed: which could not have -bene, if rhicre 
it WE ind bzneexprefſc mention of more Angels then one, in cach in- 
i- Wl {cription. Notwichſtanding as it were abſurd, from the preciſe 
[ls number of 7. Ch. to gather that there were not in all Atta more 
(# then z,Churches, or that they hat bexochen are called Circh.s, io 
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were no lefſe abſurde to inferre ( from the literal mention of ong 
Angel in every Church ) that there was but one onely perſonjn 
that Church, to whome , the name of ebe Angel of that Church, did 
by ſpeciall right apperteine. 2. Their vnitie in the Minifteriall fun. 
&1on, & joynt commiſſion to attend vpon the feeding and gorer. 
ping of one Church, (which ought to be accopanied with a com 
care, and joynt labour, as it were with one hand, and heart or at. 
ſe&ion,to turther the Lords work in the peoples ſalvation)is much 
more fitly declared, by the name of one Angel , then of many;if ve 
obſerve the phraſe of ſpeach, uſed clſe-where by rhe Holy Ghoſt, 
and in other names or titles, to the like purpoſe. We ofcen find the 
name of (one) prophet, (ler. 6. 13. and18. 18, Efai. 3. 2. Hol. 9, 
$.) or Preiſt, ter. 6.13.and 18. 18.Ezech. 7.26, Hol[.4.6.Malach, 
2.7.) and Angel or mefknger, (Iſay. 42. 19. Malach 2. 7.) to be 
put forthe gen«rall body of the Minifteric (or whole multitude of 
Prophets or Preiſts &c.) in the Church of Iirzel or Indah; when the 
ſpirit of God intendeth to reprove, threaten or admoniſh them, 
as occaſion ſcrverh, 

3 Neyther need n ſceme ſtrange to us, that a multirude or com- 
pany of Miniſters, ſhould be vnderſtood vader the name of one 
Angel; (cing a multitude of heavenly Angels (imployed in one ſer. 
vice for the good of Gods Saints) is ſometymes in the ſcripture 
fhur up,vnder one Angel in the ſingular niaber, as may be gathercd 
from Gen.24. 7. 2- King. 19. 35. and Pſal. 34. 7. compared with 
Pſal. 91. 11. Gen, 32. 1. and 2. King. 6. 16. 17: ſeing alſo a mul- 
titude of Devils or evil Angels, (joyntly labouring in any one 
worke) is ſet forth vnder the name of one evill or vncleane ſpirit, 
r. King. 22.21.22. Mar. 1.23-27. and 5. 2-3.Luk.4.33.34-and 
catled the Devill or Satan, Luc. 8, 27. zo. 1 Pet. 5.8, Heb. 2.14 
Epheſ. 6. 11. 12, 

4 Morcorer,ſcing it is a thing very comon and vſuall, (through- 
out the whole booke of the Revelation) by the name of ery 
Angd to vnderftand a multitude or ſome whole ſocietic cf Mi- 
niſters and Teachers; it was very mecte that the beginning of 
the booke,ſhould be ſutable to the other parts; and that the firſt 
vifion ſhould have none other conſtru&ion, then ſuch as might 
bolde proportion with, ( or rather as aline kcade us to the 
right vaderftanding of) the rcft that follow. _, 

76 


'Þb. 3. 


Anee 


enifrth Angel C.2. 
Here Iohn ſeeth 7. 


arres in the right hand of the ſonne of 


man, which are interpreted, to be the Angels (or Byſhops and Mi- 


viſters) of the > . Churches; and he wricteth 7. epililes to ſo many 
Angels. In another viſion, he ſeeth >. Angels, to whom were given 
7. trumpets, ( fingulz ſingulis) to everic Angel one trumpet, and 
they blewe theyr trumpets ſucceſſively one atter another, and with 
difecing eff-Rs, Rev.$.2. 6,7. &c, Atter this, he ſawe. 7, Angels 
and 7. vialls given vnto them( ſingulz (ingulis)in which vials were 
1. plagues, ſucceſſively alſo powred our by every Angel in his time 
Rev.15.6.7.&c.16.1.2.&c.Inthelc latter viſios,(!tke as in the for- 
mer) ſome of our beſt [Interpreters do vnderltad byAngels,the Mi- 
niſtcrs and pieachers of Gods word; for in every age, they litr vp 
their voices as trumpets, (Eſa. 58. 1. Num, 10.8.2 Cor.13.12.) 

tolhew the people theire (innes, and to proclayme the will of God 
mto men, And when they denounce his judgments againſt the 
contemners of his truth and binde them vp in their finnes (Math, 
18.18.1oh. 20. 23. ) chey after a ſort, poure our the vials of Gods 
wrath vpon their heads, (ter. 1. 10. and 25. 15.16, 2 Cor. 10.6. 
Rev. 11. 5. 6.) Now there is none ſo fooliſh as to think;that (inthe 
tyme of every vials powring out , or of every trumpcts blowing) 
that one Angel preciſely menttoned, was one ſypreme Biſhop, that 
had a prehemenent paſtorall authoritie over all the Miniſters of 
that a22:it is acknowledged rather of inany judicious divines,that 
every of thoſe 7. Angcls ſtandeth for a multitude of taithtull Mini- 
ftrrs, which in thcir rymes ſucceſſively with one hart, and as it 
vere with one voice, publiſhed one & the ſame truth to the world 
Sez amongft others, Marlorat, in Apoc. 8.2,6.7.and 15.1.6, and 
Aretius in Chap. $.6.& 9 13. The ſame may be ſayd , (yea it is and 

mult be acknowle 1#cd) of choſe 3. angels, which tollowed one 
other (Rey.14.6.8.9.) torecall men vnto the true worſhip of 
God, afcer it was corrupted by Antichriſt. Marlorat on that placey 
Method Collat.pag. 32 2. and Mr. Fox his meditations ypon the 
Rev. pa. 286.290. Wherefore if we compare togither the parts 
of Chrilts Revelacton; ir is much more conſonant to the trae 
uſc of the word Angel in other places, to affirme with the Refurer 
that one Angel in each of the 7. Churches, ſignifyeth (not 
any one onely cheife Paſtor, bur ) all thoſe Minifers or Tea- 

ers, which with a common care and joynt labour, attended 
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Tb. 3, The 7. Angels not 7, perſons, Cap. 2, 
on the ſervice of the Church wherein they lived; ſo that it may 
well be ſaid in his defence, that he hath both reafon and good rea. 
ſon to vypholde his aſſertion. And (that the D. may have his owne 

words returned home againe }ſince he hath no weight of reaſon 
to limit (as he doth) the number of the Angels to 7. ſingular per- 
ſons: it mattercth nothing what he intcrreih tro h1s fallly- concei. 

ted limiration. 

Yet as it he had made all cock-ſure on his fide,in his next {c&i. 
on, he tryumpherh m this manner, Hawirg( farth he) thus manyfifthy 
proved,that. the argel; of the 7. (hurches vere juſt 7, and conſequently that 
there ws one, and but one mevay (puch, Whome the Hily Gheſt cllth 
the angel f that Church; it wilbe 64/3 both t- free my rext, fr m the c.quls, 
which more the once my adv ſary objettcath agarrſt t,and aſn out of the tcxx 
ro cleave the maine controverſy in hand, But 1t1s a meare cavill in the D, 
joyncd with {lander,to ſay tha: bis adverſary objefteth any cavil 19ſt 
bis 1ext.Jn deed bis Refuter hath {aide more then once,(and it is(0 
cleare airuch, that he need not bluſh to avouch 1r an 1co times) 
that his text yeeldeth him no ſure foundatto, whereon to raile any 
ſound argumcnt, to jultify the calling of diocefan, B:ſhops; becauſe 
he hath roTLadow of realo froany word in his text,tocGclude that 
the Angcls of the 7.Churches were 7. ſingular perſons, much lefie 
ſo many dioceſa Prelates For though he boalt that ke bath mary{}t. 
ly proved the former ,y& ſcing his proofes are diſproved, it mought 
be rolde him 18 imitation of his owne rethorick ({cﬆ.12. pag.47.) 
that his marr#ithe is a manifcit-lie. But let him be torcborne there« 
in, and let us ſec how his proofes doc hange togither in order, to 

wi:t,1. T bat the a» gels of the 7, (burches Were juſt 7. ard conſequently 
that there Was one ex d bit one m every Church Whome the Holy Ghoſt c:l- 
kth tie angel of that (or ch, It ſhalbe graunted him, that the latter 
will toilow by good conſ. quence from the former. But in his rea- 
ſon.ng( pag. 32.) he made rhe latter an argument ( or rather 2. at- 
gumecits bv an 34!c renetition of one thing ) to conclude the 
tormer, Whercin aifo how weakely he reaſoneth, 1s already 
ſhewed at large, in as much as he cannot prove, that there 
was one oncly perſon in cach Church, falurcd by the name 
of the eAngd of that Church. Neyther will it follow ( as is 
before obſerved ) that the angels of the 7p, Churches ( men- 
zioncd in his tcxt ( are 7. fingular perſons onely, ( much lefle 
cha 
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that they were ſo many dioceſan Byſhops) rhough it ſhould be 
graunted that in the inſcription of each epiltle, one onely perſon 
bearech the name of the Angel of that Church, Ir will therefore 
coſt him more labour and (wear, then he ſuppoſeth, before he can 
out of his text, cleere the maine controveyſre Which is in hand. For lince 
the D. is here the Opponent, & mainteineth the atficmarive, (ſcz, 
that the angels m bus text Were dioceſan Byſhops)1t is not enough for him, 
(as he well knoweth cap. 3.pag.62. and chap. 5. pag. 101.) tore- 
move whar his Refuter obzeQerh; bur he mult alſo prove by ne- 
ceſſaric and 1avincible force of argument,what himſclfe aftirmerh, 
But as for the lattcr(ro returne backe home his owne ſwere phraſe 
pg.105.)he faire and mannerly flippeth his neck out of the coller, = 
and contenteth himſclfe to artempr the former. And I may well 
ſay to artzmpt it; for he leaveth the ſtrength of the objeRion vn- 
touched, as the reader may eaſily percerive; if he compare his an- 


ſwer with the obieRion laid down pag. 4. of the Refurers anſwer, eth nor 
where he ſaith. T bat be which conſiderath the text and the Wor ds thereof &Cs 


ſpall finde noug ht to prove bis kinde of Byſhops, or ought to ſheve ary ſuch que« 
lirie of their funtt 45 as he imagweth, For to be li:bts m the candlrTTicks, ſtarrs 
of bexven, an gels in this kingdome, the herven of heavens, Which is all the 
' D. doth or any other can ſhew out of the Words; is not proper to dioceſan By. 

ſhps;but comon to all true Paſtors of p rticul ur congreg ations, as bis eve ſe'f 
Gnfeſſeth,( ſerm: of the tg: and dutie of the 3 > pag.20.6 t.) 

But to prove the D.once againe and to examine the force of the 
obje.Zion, I will ſet irin order before his eres thus. 

Whatſoever text is fach,that neyther the D.d-th, nor any "ther exn ſhove 
vt of the words theresf,, any thing, proper to daoceſan Byſhopr; but rather c5. 
mon to all true Paſtors of partic ular congregations: the ſame yuldeth no proofs 
to uphcld his hind of Byſhops. 

But this text ( eApoc. 1.20.)of the D.is ſuch, «11s before ſayd. 

T herefre, « yeldeth no prooft to uphold his kinde of Byſhops. 
The aſſumption which onely necdeth to be cleared, may be thas 
manifcſed. 

T he nawe of arres or angels togither With this tele, the angels of the 
Churches gs common to all true Paſtors of particuliy congregations, and not 
any one of t hem properly ev dioceſan Byſhops, 

But all that the D. doth, or amy other can (hew ont of the words of rhe text 
{:Apre. 1. 20.) is eyther the name of ſtarres, or avgels, or at leaft this tute, 


tht angel; of the Churgcys \ 
gt of | T bere(ors 
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T berefore,oll that the Doiter doth,or any other can (hewe out of the words 


of bis text . ( Apecal. 1, 20.)to juſtify his kinde of Biſhops, i conn 
#9 all true Paſtors of partzeular congregations , and nothing in it proper ws 
Diceſan Frſhops. Here the aſſumprion is in it ſelfe evident; and the 
propoſition is enlightened by the D. interpretation of the words 
of his text ( ſerm. pag. 3.) compared with the application theredf 
ynto all Miniſters in generall(ferm. of the dignitic and dutie of the 
Miniſters, p. 20.61.) at ſupra. For in the former place, he aſcry. 


beth, tothe Paſtors or Biſhops vnderſtood by thoſe names or titleg 
none other dutie or dignitic then this , namely, to be as lights ſer 


A contra- 9n 2 candlelticke,or ſhining in the Church, which is as heaven up- 
dit: in the On carth; and as angels in Gods kingdome,the heaven of keavens. 
D ewoſcr. Andin the later, he giveth all this and much more to the office or 


funRion of Minilters in general), yea he allcadgeth this very text 
(pag. 46. & 63.) to prove that they are both ſtarres ſhining betore 
ot hers with the light of doctrine and good example;and angels of 
the Lord,or rather angels of the Churches; & therfore to be recei- 
ved as angels. For as herein they are like to angels(p.56.):that they 
are ſent forth unto the Minilterie, fer their ſakes that are heires of 
ſalvation, Heb, 1. 14.) ſo they ſceme to have ſome preheminence, 


in reſpect of their Embaſſage, and ſpirituall authoriricz ſcing the * 


preaching of the goſpell, is comicted ro men and not to angels,as 
appeareth by the {tory of Cornelius, Ac. 10.6, &c. Neyther bath 
God ſaydto any of the angels at any time, that which he ſpeaketh 
to his Miniſters lohn 20. 23. wheſe ſwmes you (:rgrve they ſhalbe forgiven 
ec. Wherefore as the D. cannot ( without check of conſcience) ſo 
neyther can any other ( without apparant gainſaying the truth)ey- 
ther deny the names & titles mentioned in his text to be comon, 
to all true Paſtors of particular congregations,or reſtreyn'any one 
of them to Dioceſan Biſhops, 


Having thus layd open the ſtrength of the Ref: objeRio, I come 


now to examine the force of the Do: anſwere.? avſwere ( ſaith he | 


P- 34-)that all Mumiſters who beve charge of ſouls are in a generall ſenſe,ta- 
led Angels, P ajtors Biſhops, beeauſe they are meſſengers ſent from Ged,to f: ede 
and ovaſee his flocks: But yet Where there are wany Mmiſters (ſs called) if 
there be one & but one, vwho kit bexochen ts called the Angel, the Paſtor tia 
Byſhop of that Church; be #« pl inely noted to have a ſmgular preheminence 4 
bove the refs, whereof ſee more in my anſwer (ſets. 12.) topage. 6. Here o 
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to have preheminence above the-reſt, ſtrength of which 
— may appcare by thele goodly apr a. follow 
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1, There were others 'with Paul, whome he might right. 

ly call ' his fellowes -and helpers; wherefore he entitleth Titus 

+ kr bexochenhis fellow and helper on the behalf of che Corinthi- 

ans 2. Cor, 8. 23. and ſo plainely noterh in him a prehemiacnce 
above the reſt, 

2, In like manner, ſcing there were others who in a-generall 
| fenſe might be called 'Apolites or meſſengers: they whome he 
an en an - er 4 
Churches, 


The.D,fai- 
leth in the 
fault im- 
_ by 

1 


nence above the reſt. 

3 Theſamemay be ſayd of Paule, when he entitleth himſclfe 
a priſoner of Chriſt Phil, r. and Epaphroditus his fcllow-priſo. 
ner. Ver, 23.Timotheus a brother Col. 1.1, & a Miniſter of God 
1.Thelſ.3.2.likewiſe of Perer imuclinge himſclfe a fellow-Elder, and 
a wicnes of Chriſts ſufferings 2 Pet. 5. 1. 

4. And why then may not Bellarminargue fro Math. 16.19.& 
John 2.15.16, that though others, in a generall ſenſe may be au- 
thorized to feed the ſheep of Chriſt, & to guide the keies: yet theſe 
things are ſpoken kt hexochen to Peter,and doe there plarnely note 
in him, a prcheminence above the reſt. 

5 Without all contradiction, the dioceſan Byſhopprick of E. 
paphrodicus,wilbe daſhed in peecces with this argument following, 
if the D. former reaſoninge have any validiticin it, 

There were ſome others at Philippizwzho were in a general! ſence 
yoak fclowes to the Apoſtles, wherefore,whenhe ſpeaketh preciſcly 
to one ſingular perſon,? beſeech the fauthfillycke felow 8:c,Phil. 4.3 .this 
one is called k ut hexochen his faithtullyoake fellow,and conſequent. 
ly this title nuteth in that one, an epiſcopal! preheminence aboye 
thereſt, 

Bur what if we ſhould graunt aſmuch, as his words doe aſcribe 
ynto that Angel of each Church, (viz. that this title is givento 
onc onely, nn, plaine!y noceth in him a preheminence aboue the 
reſt) will he from hence inferre, that becauſe one angel in cach 
Church, had ſome preheminence above others, therefore that one 
was a dioceſan Byſhop? If ſo; ( as he mult to cleare the maine con- 
troverſy now in _— ſurely he fayleth groſly in that fault, where- 
of he accuſeth his Retuter (chap, 9. pag. 200. ) how juſtly let the 
reader judge; in reaſoning from the genus, to a fained and 


im to his Platonicall Idea, or Poeticall ſpecies, and that affiywarrve: for 
Returer, 


ſcing there are diverſe ſorts of preheminence ( viz. of order 


or of dignity ;and in gifrs, or in degree of Miniſterie , ori * 


charge and power of juriſdition)it is a iliic and fimple argu- 
ment to ſaic , In each of the 7, Churches "one Miniſter had 
ſome preheminence above the reſt. Therefore he had pre- 
beminence above them in degree of office or Miniſterie, But 
when he inferreth, Therefore he had the prehemin&ce of _ 
Bilnop; 


Churches, were ſo called het hexochen,to note in thema prehemi. 
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Biſhop; it is no leſle ridiculous, then if he thould ſay, jt is « byrd, 
therefore it 15 4 black ſwan, | 


Bur fince he reterrech vs to 
lieth (c&. 12. pag, 46. following) there to ſee more of this matter, 
I will ſearch and ſee, what he there hath for his purpoſe, af+ 
ger that 1 have given the reader to underſtand upon what oc- 
caſion, he fell into the debating of this point. The Refuter 
perceiving that the Door addrefled himlelfe to ſhewe , what 
was the preheminence of theſe Biſhops, in reſpe& whereof , they 
are called the angels of the Churches, thought it nor fitt, to 
ſuffer him with begging , to carry that away , which he ought 
to have proved. to witt, that the BFSHO PS which ore m- 
tituled, the eAnpell; ofibe CHVRCH ES, were ( called 
refjet of that, probemmence,which he fancied to be in them above 
other Miniſters ; and therefore telleth him that they had the 
name of eAogels, in regard of the generall calling of their Mi- 
niſteric , and not becauſe of any (overeigntie or ſupremacie,0- 
yer other their fellow Miniſters, as the DoRor implieth heres 
and plainely, ( though vntruely ) affirmeth afterwardes. la 
theſe fewe wordes, the DOCT O R findeth( as he ſuppo- 
ſeth , to ſay no worſe of him ) two vnrraches: the former he 
faith is a2 erronr the later , a pl:me-be: becauſe, though he give 
to Biſhops ſapertority over ther EM wiſters, yet neythey ſovereignty nor 
ſupremacie . Concerning the be which the DoQor ſlaunderouf- 
ly chargeth on his Refurer ; I ſhall have fatter occaſion to (peak 
hereafter ; bere onely will I cleare him of that errour aſcribed 
fo him , for (ayinge that the Biſhops of thoſe (*hurches are nemen 
Angels in regvd of the generall calling of their « Mumiterie, Let vs 
therefore heare how worthily the DoRor diſputcth, to convince 
' him of errour , T borgh ( fayth he ) to be called Angel general- 
& agreeth to all eAMiniſters , yet for one, and but one amonce mary 
, Hiiſters, in one aud the ſame Chinch, to be kata hexochen , called 
the Angel of the Church ; is not « common title belonging to all e#11- 
piers , in reg wat of theire generall callinge; but a preultar ſtile, bee 
bngmg wvnto ene , Who hath ſegular prehenimence above the reſt , that 
wi ſay, a BFSHOP. Beholde here how he diſpucethy 


vows 1.Canany judicious reader (that compareth this {peache 
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with that which he delivered before pag. 34. finde in this latter, 
any one material! point, more then in the former? When he refer. 
red us hither, to ſee more of this matter, we had reafon toexpe& 
ſome new argument, and that of more weight, to prove the point, 
which was before but nakedly propoſed. But (if my fight decri. 
veth me not) nothing eſe is here to be ſcene, but the ſelfelame (en 
rence, varicd in a few words, that carrie the ſame ſenſe, A thi 
which eycric novice in grammer ſchooles,that hath but read his 
copia verborum, might haye done in the turning of a hand, as they 
Ther, fay. This ſlight dealing becommeth neyther (o great a logician, 
wwiſtetha nor ſo grave a divine, much lefle fo cenſorious a DoRor: yet be- 
3.tould holde a greater fault,or rather two other greater defaults, to make 
cord of ya- yp a threefoulde corde of yanitic, For he hath neyther convinced 
« & his Retuter of error, nor juſtified his own aſſertion by him repro. 
ved. 
2 Toconvince his Refuter he reaſoneth thus. 
No eomon tale belonging to all Mmſters, im regard of the generall callvg 
of YG given kat hexochen,to one onely among many Aſif er: 1 
one (bunch, 
But the name of Angels ( Apoc. 1.20. ) i: groen hat hexochen go one onth 
Aſmiiter among many, in each of the 5. Churches. 
T berefore, he name of angels ( Apoc.1.20, Yis not a comon tule betrnging 
80 all Mmiiters, in regard of their generall calling to the Amiſtery.Both 
propoſitions are falle; for it is already proved, that vnder the name 
of Angels, (or the Angels of the 7. Churches Apoc, 1. 20.) all the 
Miniſters of the word, how many ſoever are comprized; wheretore 
the D. bare affirmation ,that. one onely in each Church is kt hexochen þ 
The D. wmtxled, is no better then a bare broaching of an vntruth,(his owne 
contradit- ſermon of the dig. anddutic of the Miniſters pag. 60. 61. (which 
eh him- gire&ly contradiQcth this, ) being judee ) with the begging of 


rh the queſtion, And to evince the falſhood of the former propobiti- 


vatruth, 8 ON, it is caſy to give inſtance of ſundrie titles belonging in como 
beggeth to all Miniſters, which yet are ſometimes &-r-hexcehen given to one 


the queſti- —_— perfon, as when Iohn is intituſed T be Elder 2. Tohn, 1. 
on, an 


3.1oh. 1.Paul a Miniſter of the Church or a Miniſter of Chrilt 
and of his goſpell,Colof. r. 24. 25. Rom. 15, 16, Ephe. 3.6.7 
Alfo when he giveth the name ofa fellow-workman, fclow-ſouldicr 
or Miniſter of God, yvnto ſome one among many 2 Cor. _ . j 
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Vb.z. CAHngel of the Church no diorefan Biſhop. Cap. 2. 
Phil. 2. 25. 1 Thef. 3.2. Wherefore ynleſſe there were more truth 
then is in his reaſoning, he hath ſmall reaſon to charge his Refuter 
with crror, for affirming that the Biſhops,of whome his text ſpea- 
keth, are named Angels in regard of their generall calling of the 
Miniſtery.z. See we now, whether he hath any more ſtrength of 
truth,to mainteine his owne aſſertion, to wit, T hat they are called the 

els of the (havches, in reſpet of a prehemuinet ſuperiority in power and yu. 
Mall over other Mwifters, His argument mult be framed to this 
ef:Q, 

Wharſcever title is given kat bexochen,to one onely amog many Miniſters tu 
ont (harch;the [are ir a particul ir {le beloging to one that hath ſingular pre 
heminence above the ref?; that is,to adwceſan Byſhop . But the name af An- 
qeb( Apor. 1. 29.) is given to one onely among many Miniſters, in each of the 
1, (bwches. 

"dar the name of angels ( Apoe, 1. 80.) i 4 pecub ty ſtile belouging 
wore, that bath ſingulzr prebeminence above the veſt of the Mmiſters m 
thoſe Churches, that is,to 4 dioceſan Biſhop. And conſequently,the name 
of Angels ( apoc. 1.20.) is given to dioceſan Byſhops, in regard of 
theire epiſcopall ſuperioritie above other Miniſters, in the fame 


| Churches, whereof they were Angels. Here the aſſumption, (being 


the ame with that in the former arg: ,may receive the ſame anſw. 
rz.)is falſe & hath no breath of life in ir,except to begg the queſtis. 


As for the propoſirion , the falſhood of it, is more groſfe, & pal- The D. 


pable then the former. For, beſides chat which is before delivered, 
toſhew that ſome ticles, belonging tn common to all Miniſters, zre 
and may be given , kat bexochen , ro one onely among many, 


(which argueth that the giving of a title kt hexochen to one, doth 2 flac falle- 
not prove the ſame to be a peculiar ſtile beloging ro one that hath ſhood :n 
alingular preheminence above others: this may be added, (which the propo- 
was alſo before obſerved) that if it ſhould be graunted, that ſuch a 4192+ 


ticleis a peculiar ſtile, belonging to one, that hath a ſingular pre- 
beminence above others; yer from hence to inferre, that it 
s 4 ſtile peculiar to a dioceſan Byſhop (to nſe the Do&. words 
agzine ) isas ridiculous, as if a man ſhould fay , it is a bird, 
therefore a black ſwan: or thus, Mr, Dow . amonge many 
Miniſters is a DoRor, therefore he is a Duke, a Deane, a By- 
ſhop, or Archbyſhop. Wherefore, ſince byth the premiſſes, 
Kk 3 alwctl 
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noel named ns 4r t of ſupertority. . ©., 
aſwell in this, as in the former argument are faiſe, the reader 
ſafely reje& both his concluſions, aserroneous, And to lethim fes 
(nor his Refuters ercor which is none, but) his owne error, the 
berrer; I will this once thus argue, againſt him, and that from his 
owne pen. 


[f this text Apoe, 1.20, (togithrr With cap. 2. end 3. follewirg) be righ. 9) 
ly applied in bis ſermon of the duty © dignare of the Minifters: then the nam rel 
of angels of the 7, golden condleflick Apoc. 1. 20. is not a peculiar ſtile, by. Nt 


longing onely to arcrſau Byſheps ; but a common title apperteyning to «ll 1. 
miters #n general. 

But the firſt is tru#. T herefire alſo the ſecond, Or thus, 7f the name ef 
engl: of the 7. golden candleſtxcks (im Apec. 1. 20. and the two chapter; fb 
lowing) be a ſtile peculi.zy to dioceſan Byſhops and not comon to all Mimfters 
an generall- then thoſe texts of boly ſeripture are Wrongly applyed to all Mi 
matters wn generall; in the D. ſermon of the drgnitie (+ dutie of the Mwnifters, 

But the firit is true. T herefore alſo the ſecond; And conſequently, which 
way ſoevcr, the D. turne his heade, he cannot eſcape the blame, 
both of error in miſapplying his text, and of contradiction with 
hunſclfe. 

Bur 4. becauſe in his latter argument the D. concludeth not 
that aſſertion, which his Refuter before contradiRed: it ſhall not. 
be amiſle to ſee, if his laſt concluſion, will necefarily inferre it, by 
way of conſequence.For though he be a DoGor, and his Retuter 
but a ſinatterer in logicke, as he ſayth; yer (hall he doc him that fa- 
your this once, And therefore if he will attempr it, he mult argue 
to this eff, 

W1z,fcever newe or title is @ peculiy ſtile belonging to one that, bath 6- 
firgular prebeminence above other 1{uniters in any Couch or countric; the 


ſame ts groen to that one, un reffett of that prebemsrence. b: 
But the name of Angels ( Apoc.1. 20.) 1s @ peculiar ſtile belonging to one, no 
that bad the prebeminence of a dioceſan Byſh:p, m each of the 7. (hue, ou 
T herefire, the na me cf Angel's, there giyen to one onely ayoceſan Byſwp, _ 
in each Chrrch i refþett of bus aureſe. Jet 


The falſehood of this sNumption being already layd open, it 
hall Catfice ro ſhew the vnſcuadors of the propoſition ; for which 
purpoſe obſerve wee theſe fewe inſtances, Firlt, The name 
of an Apoſtle given to Paul ſo often in the epiſtles is a title p&- 
culiar to him, who was one , that h2d a ſingular —_—_ 
above 


above all other Miniſters in that Church or countrie where he 

converſed, when he wrote thoſe epiſtles. 2.So allo is the name of 

4 Miniſter of the goſpell Ephef. 3. 6.7. and 3. the name of a pri- 

foncr in the L, Ephcſ. 4. 1. and 3-1. 4. the like may be ſayd tor 

the title which Perer giveth himſelte 1 Per, 5.1.yer, were it abſurd, 

tothink that any one of theſe titles were given to Paut or Peter, in 

reſpe& of that preheminence,which cach of them had above other 

Mioifters in the places where they converſed. While the 
Thus we ſce,that whiles the D. {trivech ro convince his Refuter D. ſcekerh 

of one error, he hath inwrapp:d himſeltz vnder the juſte blame to covince 

of 3. or 4. And this I mighrhope woulde be enough to ſtopp his hes Refuree 

mouth, from pleading for the preheminence of dioceſan Byſhops, dn Al n 

frdm the name of @ngels, or the title, rhe angels of the (\vurches, in the lk inn - 

text which he ſ:le&<d for the purpoſe; but rhat I remember his yow , ,. ,_ 

(lib. 3 . pag. 154-) that be Wull never give over hus Refitert, il be hath put 

him to ſilence. 

As tor the teſtimonies cired by him out of Mr.Beza and D.Rey- SeR. ry, 
nolds, werevnto he referrcth us ( ſeR. 1.2. pag. 47. ) they fall full 24 lib.c, 
ſhort of his purpoſe, to prove that the name Argel is given to note {<Q.4.pag. 
ſuch a prehemun&ce in one above the reſt, or was a ſtile peculiar to 34.6 ba &. 
onealone.For it is but a private fancie,peculiar to the D.and ſome **'P*5#7* 
fewe others, whereby they would faine perſwade the world, that 
theſe Angels were dioceſan Byſhops like ro ours; & as vaine is it, 
as private. For the Refur: may graunt all that Mr. Bzza & D, Rey- 
nolds ſay; and yet ſtill deny, that the name of angel is gvien to the 
preſident onely, or excluſive, as if the reſt of his tellowe Maaiftcrs 
had no right to that title with him, 

As for his idle digreſſion, in afſeying (pag. 34.) to ſhew againſt 
B:24, that the prefidene had a perpetuitic inthe prefidencie; itis 
not worth the anſwering;being as weakly mainteyned,as it is here 
mnſeaſonably inſerted. For although we give vnto Timethy(being 
an Evangelilt)a tanding prefidencic during his aboad at Epheſus; 
yet the D. reaſoneth ablurdly, when he interecth that ſuch as ſuc- 
ceded him in the prefidencie, had the like perperuntie thereingvn- 
leſlz he could prove their mimGerial fun&ijon to be(as Timothyes 
vas) ſuperior to other Presbycers. 

No leſſe abſurd is his reaſoning, when he vndertzketh 
to ſhewe from the teftimonie of the mait ancuent authors in the 
Chipch \vho were thoſe ſd1gulay perſons, Whom th: H:ly Gho#t cal'eth the 
Arget 


D.lib, 2. 


>. & Ret. 


Pb: 


Cap. 7.1; 


wT 5 
. 


 Angelof the Chugch at. Epheſur, and lkgriſe at, Smyrna (+. Onefonu 
Þ.s the Paftor of Epbeſus, a {gnating reſhfyech, end Pohcarpua the 3 
of Smyrna. If t Onefimus was #ur ove man, avd bkewiſe P ol. 


(urch of Epbeſ, 
Was but one ſingular perſon, and likewiſe the angel of Smyraa , and (0 of th 
reft, Foranſwere wherevnto I ſay, thatit Ignatius orany othe, 
had juſtifyed that Onefimus was the onely porn at Epheſu 
whome lohn ſaluted by the name of the Angel ( though it 
aſwell beread, «n angel, as the angel ) of that Church, and 
Policarpus and the ref: the Do&: might have bene bold ( not to 
make his bould concluſion but)to ſay, that he had one ancient au- 
thor on his fide in that point, though as one ſwallowe maketh no 
ſommer; ſo one ancient giveth him no ſufficient warrant, that he 
bath the conſent of the moſte ancient authors in the Church. But 
to make the beſt he can of Ignatius or any other, if they (ayno 
more for him, then as yet he hath made them ( Ignatius here or 
others elſewhere) ſpeak, they areroo mute, to miniſter reliete to 
that his aſſertion;which in this 4. ſcion he laboureth to mayntayn 
as we ſhall have occaſion further ro affirme when we come to the 
laſt Chap. of this booke, wherein that he faith here concerning 
Oneſimus and Polycarp,(bcing againe repeated by him. lib. 4.pag, 
- —_ ſome addition ) ſhalbe further debated. Let us now gor 
orwards. 


carp; We may be bould to conclude that. the angel of the 


Chap, z. Conteyning an anſwer to the D. argument 
handled lib.2.chap.7 (ett.2.pag.120.concermng the 
preſidencie of the Angels of the 7, Churches. 


The. is willing ( it ſeemeth ) to plaie at (mall game,rathe: 


Scft.z ad. then ro ſet ourg and ro laye hold ypon a lender advantage, 14 


ther then to leave his dioceſan Lords, no footing in his text. 
If an eminent ſuperioritie cannot be gathered from the name 
of an Angel; yet ſugh,a preſidency as 1s given to one above 0- 
thers, in every welki@rdcred focicty, ſhall ſuffice to convey 1 
dioceſan Byſhopprick to theſe Angels. And if bcrter evidence 
fayle, the confciſion of the Presbyrterians ſhall ſerve to wo _- 
a z uclid; 


# Ptefidencie: And though comonly he refuſe the ſyllogilmes, 
which his Refuter reduceth jnto forme; yer finding one handſoin- 
jy framed to his hand , ( rhough himſelf intended , as he ſaich no 
ſuch argument: ) he is wel pleaſed to make uſe of it, and to ſtand 
forth in defenſe of every parte of it. The ſyllogilne runneth thus, 

T be Preſidents of the Preſbyters were Dioceſan Brſhops. 
T he Angels of the 3 .Churche were preſidents of the preſbyreries . 
T herefore the Argels of the 3 . Churches were Duceſan 'biſhops, 
Concerning the Aſſumption, it hath bene already thewed, vpon 
what reaſons , we hold it queſtionable , whether thele Angels were 
9.onely perſons , of cheete place in theſe Churches, Bur here, 
becauſe the D. grounded himſclf upon the confeſſion of the Pref- 
byterians; his refuter anſwered him, by a diſtinEtion of a twofold 
Presbyrerie, mentioned in their writings; the one a Presbyterie of 
governing Elders aſſiſting the Paſtor of each congregation : th'o- 
ther a Presbyterie of Miniſters ſet over diverſe churches, Now be- 
cauſe the former could yeeld the DoRor no colour of help, to co- 
wy a Dioceſan Biſhoprick to thele angels; & he had expreſſly mc- 
tioned the later, in the Jaſt wordes of the point bctore handled 
(rm, pag. 21.) his Refuter ſignified his diſſent from him 1n the 
aſſumption ; if his meaning were to give thoſe angels,a Prefidencic 
over a colledge of Miniſters , aGgned ro ſundry particular congre- 
gations, And this he added, that, he knewe none that did confrſſe i! e an- 
geb of the », Churches to be ſome of thyſe Preſiderts, Now the DoQtor 
taking thoſe teſtimonies of Calvin and Beza (whom he hath often 
vilited in other parts of his defenſc) for plentifull proote of his af- 
lumption; he reterreth vs to thar he hath'allraged out of their wri- 
tings, (lib, 1. cap-2. ſc. ) whether it we poe, ve ſhall find juſt no. 
; thing to the purp0oſe . For Mr Calvin bath rot one word touching 
thole Anget>. Inſtit.lib.4. cap.q. k&: 1. 2. And fince ke there ex- 
preiſly atfirmeth, that the prefidencie which one Miniſter in cach 
ctie (ca!led a Biſhop) had over other Mitiiſters 1115 colleagues, was 
brought in, by humane conſcot, and tor the n-celfiry of the times; 
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be Preſidents of ſuch a Presbyterie. Yea his words doe ſh.wo(t 1.) 
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Papacic was diſcoyercd. And though Mr Bcza doe athumc, thc 
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there 1s no like hhood, har he held thoſe anc:.l< 11S. Tobr's trme, to tumano 
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that he ſpeaketh of that forme of govertment, which took place 1h, 


nncer the.Biſhops that Nlouriſhed after the Apoities;and before the collate. 
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th. 3. T he firft Preſidents no Biſhops, Cop. z; 
Angel of the Church at Epheſus ( and ſo the reft each of them in 
his place) to be the Preſident of the Presbyterie there,( Annota, 

in Apoc. 2.1.) yet hath he nothing (ncither there, nor de Minilt, 

grad. pag. 169.) that can be drawen to (hew, that he eſtemed the 
Presbyteries or College of each Angelo be ( all of them ) Minj. 

{ters of the word, and Paſtors of ſevcrall-Churches. But what neet 
words be multiphcd in fo plaine a caſe? Affirmeth he not hin file 
(i-rm. pag.22.) tat. the pariſhes were not yer dif imgurſbed, nor Atiitn 

aſſ:gned t2 thasr ſe verill (urea? and muſt he not then vnderltand thoſe 
Presbyrerians { with whorme he prercndeth to have agrement):o 

ſpeak ot ſuch a Presbyrerie,as had the charge of one onely Church 

port yet divided into fevcrall titles? Howſoever then he make a hey 
of juſtifying his aſſumprion againſt the Refuters denyal thercof;yer 
indeed he lubicribeth vntoit ;and indeavoureth to prove it na 
ſcnlc,w<b now was not corradidted; for it is nv diſadvantage to uz 

in the mayn queſtion, to give way to the aſſumption an ſuch a ſenſe 
as Mr, Bzza avoucheth ir:fince ſuch a prefidency as he alloweth to 

thoſe angels,can acver conclude them to be dioceſanBylhops, ſuch 
as vurs, 

To come therefore to the propoſition; becauſc the Refuter re- 
jeced it as falle, I will make good his cenſure both by removing 
the D defencerherecof,& by propoſing forae other juſt exceptions 
againſt it, And 1. he cannot prove every preſident of a Pres bytery 
11 rhe Apoſtles times to be a Byſhop;(much leſle a dioceſa Bythop) 
inthe uſual coultruftion of the word, oppoſed to other Miniſterial 
funRions, For if ſame Presbyreries were a company of Apilles & 
Apoltolicall men, who were more then Byſhops (as he acknow- 
ledgeth. (frm. pag. 38. and det. lib.3. pag. 81.) nceds matt their 
preſident be more then a Byſhop. And who doubreth, bur thar,as 
James the Apoſtle was preſident not onely of the Synode AR. 15. 
but alſo of the ſtznding Presbyterie, AR. 2 1. 18? And Timothe an 
E-angeliſt preſident among the Presbyters at Epheſus for the time 
of his ſtave there, by $. Paulcs appointmzne 1. Tim. 1. 2. {0 all9 
exery Apoſtle, and Evangeliſt in the abſence of the Apoſtles, was 
the preſident of any Church where they made their reſidence, 
though but for a ſhort continnance , Thus was Paul the pre- 
dent of that Presbyterie, which impoſed hands on Tir oe, 
(2. Tim. 1. 6, cum. 1,Tim.4.14.)& of the Ephcfian any" 

Uring 
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(during his abo | 
fidencie even at Epheſus, S. John reteined (doubtlefle) when 
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after his exile, returning thither, 1bi denu6 ſedem ac don icitium 
rerum ſuarum collocarit, as Euſebius reportetheccleſ, Hiſt. tb.3. 


, _— . 
de amonglt them AR.20,17, 31.) And the like 


chap. 15. For it were abſurd, either to ſeclude him from all con- 


fulcation with the clergic of that Churci, or tro make him inferior 
vato any of them, And ſince the D, acknowl<dgeth, that ſo longe 
as there remained any Apoltles,or Evangelilts, or Apoltolical me, 
they were the governors of the Churches (11b.4.pag.7 2.) ue have 
reaſon to thinke, that he cannot without contradiction, atfirme in 


generall of all the preſidents that moderated the fic lt Presbyteri:'s, 
that they were properly Bythops; for he accountetl: none of the A- 
poſtles ro be properly Byſhops,(lib. 4.pag.57.) and he fubſcriberk 
(krm.pag 86. )to the ſaying ofTerculhia'? (de preferip: adv; herei.) 
that in the Apoltolick Churches, theyre firit Byſhop had tos ther 


founder and Anteceſlor, one of the Apoſtles or Apoſtulik men, 
Now if all the preſidents of Presbyteries were nor properly By- 


ſhops; how could they all be dioceſan By ſhops, yea ſuch as our Di- 


oceſans are? 2. Certeinly the verie name of a preſident, that had a 
, Presbyrerie adjoyned to him,for themaneginge of Church. cauſes, 


doth it rongly argue the forme of Church- goverment then,to have , 
neerer athnury with an Ariitocracy,(fuch as othcr r. formed Chur- 


ches have reſtored) then with a Monarchy,which our dioccſans 
holde. The D.argumet theretore may be thus rerorted apainit him. 


T be Preſidents of the anncient eApoftubk Precbyrevics Were no dio- 


ceſan Byſhops ſuch as 05, 


T be Angels of the 7. (burches were t/:e preſidents of ſuch Prerbyrenes, 
T berefore they Were no dioceſan B } ſhops 
Or thus, Dioceſan Brſhops, [ugh as att s, ave not preſident! of ſuch prec= 


byrer:es, as the ancient apoit lick {Marches enjoyed. 
els of the ”, {ches Were the preſaers of {ach Pretbyieraes : 


But the Ang 


T herfore they weve no droceſan Byſbops, 

The aſſumption of both is the fame, that the D, maketh uſe of 
for 2 contrary concluſion. The propoſition of the former, if it be 
E&nied wil be thus confirmed, Diocclan ByNops fuch as ours Coe 
gorerne monarchically (by their fole authuritic)and without the 
advice and aſſitance of ſuch a Presbytcric,az the ancient apolio« 
kc Churches enjoyed, 


10.3. Onr Byſhops have not the ancient Presbyterie, Cap,z, 

Burt the preſidents of thoſe ancient Presbyreries, did not gOverne 
monarchically (or by their (ole authoritic) and without the advice 
and aſliltance of theire Presbytery, 

Thofc preſidents therefore were no dioceſan Bps, ſuch as ours, 

Both parts of this argument are acknowledged by the D. fur 
the aſſumprion appcareth by that which he afficmeth in particula 
ot Iamcs lus prefidencie, lib. 4. pag. 116. and generally of all By. 
ſhops in tormer ages ( {crm. pag. 15, and df. lib. 1, pag. 191.) 
uw here he ſatth, that in Churches cauſes nothing almoſt was doic 
without the advice of the Presbyters: and that their was great ne- 
ceſtitie,that the Byſhop ſhould uſe their advice and counſell, be- 
cauſc oiherwiſe his will would have ſeemed to ſtand vp for a lave 
&c: And touching the propoſition; as he intimateth (ſerm, pag. 
97 , and dt. lib. 4. pag. 102.) the government of our Byſhops to 
be monarchicall: (o he conteiſerh that Byſhops now have not that 
aſſiſtance of Preybyters, which the ancient By ſhops had(lib. 1.pag. 
199.) And this confrrmeth alſo the truth of that other propolitt- 
on ot the latcr argument : For if dioceſan Byſhops, ſuch as ours, 
have not any ſuch Presbyreric aſſociated to them, for advice and 
aſſiſtance in government; then they are not preſidents of ſuch Pres- 
byreries, as the ancient apoſtolick Churches enjoyed: Bur the for- 
mer is an apparant truth and conf. ficd by him,(ſerm. pag. 16-17, 
dcf. lib. 1. pag. 190.) where he faith, that the aſliftance of thoſe 
Scniours that dirced the ancient Byſhops , 1s long fince growne 
out of uſe. Morcover if our Prebendarics of Cathedrall Churches, 
be a re {eniblace of the Presbyreries that were in Ambroſe his time 
(as he aftirmeth 1ib. 1. pag. 189.) ſince they have another preſi- 
dent, then called Archi-presbyter, now Deane; how can the By- 
ſhops of our da es be their pre ſideggs, vnlcflc ke will make thema 
monſtrous body that hath two heads? 

Bur let us fce the D. owne defence of his propoſition before 
contradicted. If ſayth he, the Refiner Wlbe pleaſed, to take notice of that 
which he hath elſewhere proved; that there Was but one Presbytery for 
Whole dioceſe: the propoſition wilbe manifeit;v2..that the priſidemts of the Pris- 
byters ( provided for whole dioceſes) who the Fath:rs call By ſhops, vere du-ce- 
fan Byſps. The argument 1s thus digelted by himſelte in a cou- 
nexive {ylogiſme pag. 122. 

#f the Preſhyre-16 Were «lo:ted to whale dinceſss, and not to ſeverall pariſhe': 
&7thcBps, who were preſidets of thoſe Preſbyteries were not pariſhonal _ 
tt 


Lib. 3. Th: ancient preſidents not dioceſan Byſhops, Cap. 3. 


But the firſt is true. T berefore alſs the ſecond, 

The all.umption whoſe proote is laide downe (viz. chap. 4.)1 
reſ:rve ro be handled hereafter; now I refuſe his concluſions tor 
the wea'rnes that I find in the propoſition;if he ſpeak(as he ought) 
of dioceſan Byſhops ſuch as ours: for a Pres bytery lo allotted ty 
adiocel(a, as he ſuppoleth, the Apoltolick Presbyterics werc(viz.to 
works out their converſion) cannor make the whole dioceſe to be 
aChurc';; & cherefore canaut argue their preſident robe proper - 


' lyadioceſan Byſhop. Nay rather, if it may appeare, thar the flock 


alrcady converted, was bur one onely congregation of chriſtians; 
howſocver the Presbytery nught be ſer to indeavour the converſio 
of the reſt of the dioceſe; er(to ſprak properly(there was a pariſho- 
nall Byſhop, and not a dioce(a, becaule rhe flock or congregatio al- 
ready converted, was more like to a par:th,then to a dioceſe, Yea, 
ſay he coulde prove , that the Presbyteries were appointed for 
dioc: (.s,that is, for many particular congregations in cach dio- 
ceſ.; why might not their preſident be a pariſlonall Byſhop, in re- 
gard of his particular Church, which he fedde with the word and 
Sacraments; although his prefidency reached over all the Paſtors 
of the reſt of the pariſhes? For it is cleare that Mr. Beza (of whoſe 
conſent with him inthe queſtion of dioceſes and dioceſan By ſhops 
he boaſterh, (11b-1. pag. 51, and 1b. 2. pag. 127.) doth hold it as 
neceſſary that the preſident of the paſtors of a dioceſe, ſhould have 
(as the reſt) his par:1cular pariſh to atrende vpor; as it is eſteemed. 
fr, thar a pro vinciall Byſhop (ould be more ſpecially intereſſed im 
the overſight of one dioceſe . De Minilt, grad. cap. 20. pag. 123. 
and cap. 4. pag 168. And ſuch were in deed the firlt dioceſan By- 
ſhops, after pariſhes were multiplyed and Presbyters aſſigned to 
them; the paſtorall charge of the mother- Church the cheife Pres- 
byter or Biſhop reteyned to himfelfe, when his compresbyrers had 
other titles or daughter Churches allotted to the, Ney ther might 
heremove his ſeate from ir, to any other Church, though within 
his own Dioceſe. Concil. Carthag.s5, can. 5. 

3. If the D. ſhall here tell us (as he doth)11b. 2.p.r 17.) that the 
cathedrall Churches ( which wcre the Biſhops ſeas & Mother chur. 
ches to the whole Dioceſe ) were never Pariſhes; nor the meetings there 
p=iſhionall, but panigyricall: it wilbe but a frivolovs exception m this 
place: for there w:11 ſtill remayne a difference of that moment, be. 


twixtthe aucicnt Biſhops or Preſidents of the Presbytetics .& our 
[1 3 DPiacc- 


Sc&. 2. 
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dioceſans; that will inable us ro hold falt our former aferrion ales 
thoſe pretidents were not dioceſan Byſhops;'of that kind that ours 
are. For b-(ides the forenoted diſagrement (chat ours are not in 
deed preſidents of any ſuch Presbyterie to adviſe and afliſte them 
in the Church government)itis wel knowen that ours are not tied 
by vertue of their calling, as they were (by the D. owne confeſſion, 
the truth therevnto intorcing him, lib. 1. pag. 157. and 158.)to 
preach the word & to adminilter the facraments, in the Cathedral 
Church of their Byſhoprick. By this time therefore, I hope, the 
reader may fee, that although we ſhould graunt, the Apoſtolick 
Presbyrerics to be allotted vnto whole diocefes: yet that will not 
warrant him, to conclude their preſidents to be dioceſan Bylhops, 
ſuch as ours;and conſequently, though we ſhould yecld rhe angels 
of the 7.Churches to be the preſidents of ſuch Presbyreries;he can« 
nor neceflanly inferre, that they were dioceſan Byſhops, like to 

Ours at this day. 


Chap. 4+ GConteyning an anſwer to the D. laſt 
argument araven from his text, lib, 4.cap. 
6.ſet?. 3. pag. 142 handled by the 
KRef.pag.15y. 156. of his 


anſwer, 


We are nowe come to that argument; wherewith the D.cloſeth 
all up, lib. 4. cap.6. ſeR. z. the which we might well overpall; (e- 
ing he hath not one word init, more then 1s already anſwere 1, Yet 
leaſt he ſhould think better of it , then ir deſeryerh, I will give the 
reader a fight of it. 

T boſe, ſaith he,that are called by the Hely Ghoſt the Angels of the C hurcha, 
and were ſignified by the 7. ſtares which Were m Chriſts eght band, bad a- 
vine beth inſtuution and approbation. 

T he duoceſan Biſhops of the 7. Churches are called by the boly Ghoſt Fe 
Angel: of the 7. ('bhurcbes, & Were ſignified by the 7. ſtarres Which Were n 
Chrilts noht bend. 

T berefire thr Di: Biſhops of the 7. churches bad asvine both infticution, 
and probation. 
The gropofition which needeth no proofe,he proyeth 1. by - 
Na 
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Lb. 3. The D. abuſeth his text. 
name of angels, 2. by the name of #arres, 3. by Chriſts holding rhe 
fharrs in bis right hand. But the Aſſumpti6 which carrieth borh theſe 
names to Dioceſan Biſhops, and athrmeth that they allo werethe 
acres in Chriſts right hand, as he tooke it for graunted in his ſer- 
mon; ſo in the defence thereof he overpaſſethr it; telling us, that now 
be went not about to prove it;, beeauſe it Was proved at, large in the firmer 
po of bis ſerwwrm. And becaule the Refuter did againe put him in 


& bo 


274 


TheD. pro 
veth what 
needed not 
proote , & 
paſſerth by 


mind of his doArine in his former ſerms ( (cz.th.zt, all Aﬀreiſters are Mat h2 


far Argds he againe repeateth his anſter betore retuted,to 
wit, tht, theſe names kat hexochen are atiributca to Byſhops #0 ſignifie thery 
heminence. To the reſt of the Refurers words, he rouchſaterh none 
other anſwer then this, th.zt, they are th. witring of bi; fflean, and emp'y- 
ing of biz gall ag.amſt By(ſhops. Wherctore I will acquaint the rezder 
with the ſubltance of them, that he may judg, whether they deſerve 
ſoto be cenſured. 7s there not (fayth the Reuter pag-155 a prebemt- 
nence of dign1tie to wnoniſters 4 ſtarry, t17l. ſe (ome of thems may be as the ſan, 
from whome all other have thrir light? all jauthfull 1 miters flyyne 45 Raryes 
in the eyes of the (hurches, though they lift net wp themſelues, to darken the 
briobines of their brethren, by their glttring and glorious blifing. As fos 
the 12. {tarres, Rev. 12: 1, he (ith, they are ether all Miniſters, 
ore'ſc the 12. Apoſtles onely, For bimthereforeto appropriate this to dbe 
oreſun Brſhips, t6 rat ber to ſhew hit flattering humor; then ſzund'y to expnd 
thr text, And then wondreth if che Do. bluſhed nor and trembled 
not, when he ſpake.of che prerogative of glorie which his dioceſan Bi- 
hops ſhall have in the world to come: and when he made the pro- 
phet D.anel patrone of ſuch L»rdly idlenes &c, and (heweth that ir is {0 
much the more to be wondred at, & lawemed in him, becauſe of that 
which he knowerh + profeſſeth in bus former ſermos, that. all Min:iters ae 
flares & angels &c. as the reader may at large ſee, pag. 156. [n wes 
words of the refuter there are theſe 4. Arguments cloſely couched, 


uld hay 
proved. 


which do clearly diſcover,how the D.abuſeth the text hehadleth. The Refur, 
1 To appropriate vnto dve: Biſhops that, which #5 eyther comon eo all Mi. Prove: ti 


titer; or proper to the Apoſt les, is rather to ſhew his fluttering humour ,the 


ſeandly to expound his rext. 


But the name of ftarres ( Apoe 1.20.) ts comon to all Aſiifters; ard ll - 
Munſteri are underſtood alſo by the 32. ſtarres. ( Avoc. t2.1.)unleſſe ve Fell » 
rr/trre it onely co the eApoſt les. 
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10.3. Starres, excluae our Byſhops preheminence, © Cay, 4; 
T berefire to appropraate the name m both places,to D. Biſhops, ts rather ty 


foewe bis flattering bumonr; then ſoundly to expound bic text. 


2. T he name of ſtarres cannot expreſſe their preeminence, Who are a; thy 
flenms from whom others derive ther light: 

But fach are Dwceſan Biſhops as both the D ſerm. pag. 47 lm. 13. G& 54, 
antepenult (+ Brſhop B ton perper. govern. 291. affirme. 

T berefore Cc. 

3. T o appropriate to Dicceſan Biſhops that prerog:trve of glorie , Which 
Danidl neteth in the ſt arres he fpeaketh of : cap. 12.3. us to make the Prophg 
a patrone of Lordly ydlenes,ov, at leaſt, to grue that prerogative, wito a work 
of another nature , then that Which the prophet mentioneth . For that which 
(by Danicls docrine)maketh men ins like ſtarrs in heaven, is the 
turning of many vnto righteouſnes ,by faithfulnes and painfulnes 
in the Miniſteric of the word. 

But the Wworkgs which lift up Biſhops above other Minift ers;are the ordey. 
ning of 2M imſters, the ſuffending of them cc. Whrhes of Lordly ydlenes; & 
not of painfulnes or fauthfulnes in the MoniFery of the Word. 

Wherefore the D. in gn to Dioceſan Biſhops that prerogative of 
glorie, Dan, 12. 1. maketh him a patrone of Loraly idlenes &c. 

4. He Who knoweth and profeſſeth, that all Mimnifters ave ſtarres C* an 
gels ( ſo mntuuled. eApor. 1. 20. ) and that the preaching of the Word js the 
cheefe yorke of the e Miniſterie, to which double honour ts due: cannot Vith« 
ut contradiftion, to bu ſelft magnify their eMmiterye by the [ame ti- 
tles , Who eyther claime by previledge to be exempted from that great and ut- 
ceſſary wor ke of their calling; or load themſelves Wh [5 many cares and ſi 
much buſyne not belonging to theire funttion, that they carmot have an hower 
to think pon that, ſervice , for Which they are cheefly counted Starres & 

Angels, or which 1s worſe , by their ſole authoritre, thruſt out painfull labou- 
rers fc. 

But the D. knoweth and profiſſeth as is aboreſayd. 

T herefore he falleth into an apparant comraditt wn ( Which is to be win- 


ared at and lamented) in magmſy g by the ſame titles the funttion of Di- | 


ceſarr Biſhops, who ether claume the former preveledge, oc. 

Now bceczuſe the DoRors oncly releete againſt theſe arguments 
of the Refuter ſtanderh in referring vs to the former; I onely de- 
fire the indiff:rent rex:{er to confider the anſwercs before and 
hcreafier modi to his belt prootes, drawen eyther trom his text 


or any other ſcripture, for thc jullifying of the interpretation of 


his 


his 


FF - » 


text, or the doctrine of his ſermon; and then to judge whether 
the large proofe he ſpeaketh of, be nogmeere begging ot the queltt- 
on; and a groſſe contradiging of himſelfe. 


$ 


Chap. 5. Concerning the argument drawn by the 
D.from Apoc.2.2.4nd 20. Lib.z.caþ., 
[ect,20, pag. 135.136. 


Having already ſifted all that the D. hath urged from his text 5,4, 
for the tingular preheminence and dioceſa: juritdition of his 
Byſhops; we are now to proceed to that arguinent; which himſelte 
ſyIlogiſtically framcthz to prove that they had a corrective power 
oxcr other Miniſters; and thus he laycth it downe. 

T boſe \pho eyther are commended for examining and not ſuffering, ſuch in"v 
therr Church as calle4 themſelves Apoit les ,and vere uot, or were reproved for 
ſwſeringe faiſe T eachers; had a corretteve power over other Muuniſters. 

T he Angel of the Churoh of Epheſus, ts commended jor tle former; Apoce 
2. 2.T beangd 5} the Church of T hyatira #3 reproved for the Litter Apo.2.20, 

T berefore, theſe Angels, (which befire { proved to be By ſhops) had 4 core 
rectuue power over other Miriters, 

The conclufion which the D, firſt aymed at (ſerm. pag. 49.) 
when be laid downe the parts of this aſſumprion,(as appearet!: by 
pag. 46.and 48.) was this; that, Byſhops had authoritic to cenſure 
and corre, even thoſe Presbyters which alſiſted them (as party 
of thceire Presbyterie)in the government of the Dioceſe. Wherfore 
the Refuters anſwer ( pag. 101.) knitt the parts of his reaſoning 
topither in this connexive propoſition, 

If our Sav. Chriſt commended the 4 gel of the Church of Fpheſas x 
ex.mmming and not {uff ering them that, ſayd i ty Were ApoHles 5 Were net: 
Hind reproved the Angel of the Church of T byatyra, fer ſuffering the T each- 
troof the Nyticholanten bariſy: then B 1/0ps bad majoruie of rule , cr coriectte 


64 over daocelan Presbyters. 


And to ſhew how looſely the conſequent is ticd to the Anteces 
dent, he faith that neyther were theſe Angels drceſin Byſhops; nor theſe Ther 
perſons With whom: they dealt, Dicceſan Preibyrers. To this, the D. reply- ds ng 
eth,h.:t, the anſwer t5 fri volous, becauſe be bath before proved the former + homes 
bis Reht: r deviſed tie word atoce(an Presbyters for a ſintt,\\herevnto my elſe, and 
reoynder 1s, that the firſt part of |:1s reply 1s triyvious, Or rather ſlandc- 0s 
Mm falſe; 


E 
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falſe; and the ſecond a malicious Naunder . 1. For v0 (ay he hath 
proved, and not to ſhewe where, is meerc trifling, And if he haie 
not eytherin his ſermon, or any part of his d: fence before-going, 
any one fyllogiſme or Enthymem to conclude the point , which he 
faith he hach before proved what truth can there be in his ſaying? 
2. Touching the word Diceſan Preſpyters ; fince the DoGtor cog. 

felſcth (pag. 124. ) the word to be-uſed in ſome Councels (gtaun. 

ting the word may be ufcd in a fenſe) and urged by the Retuterin 

the argoments which he frameth before and atrer(as may be ſtene 
Page 99. 100, 102. & 104. of his anſwere ) is it not a mallicious 
ſlaunder, to ſay, he deviſedit, aud that, for « ſsft ? eſperially , ſcing 
inthe reſt of h1s anſwere to this argument, he makcth no advan- 
rage of the word Dwceſan, But the DoR. ſaith (pag. 124.) that. be 
nexther vſ:d the Worde at, all; neyther (if be had ) Would be have »ſed nt mn, 
that, ſenſe, (cz. for thof: Presbyters thar aflifted the Biſhop in his 
Dioceſan government; for in his vnderſtzanding, the country- 
Miniſters are called Dnceſani ( (onc:l. Agath. cap, 22. & Toltt.z. cq. 
20. ) and the P reſbyters tohich m the cxtie aſſiſted the Biſhop,Wwere ca'l:d Ci 
vitatenſes. But ro our underſtanding z it ſcemeth that the Przoby- 
ters cailed Dioceſans( Concil. Tolert. 3. cap. 20.) being oppoſed to 
another ſort, there termed Locales, were not country Miniſters af- 
fixed to particular places; but rather members of rhar Colledge or 
Presbyterie,which aſſiſted the Biſhop in the government of the Di- 
oceſe. The words of the Councell are theſe. Ht vero clerici, tam 10+ 
cales quam Diocefani,qui ſc ab epifcopo gravari cognoverint,que- 
relas ſuas,adMetropolitanum deferre non differant, Neyther doth 
the Councill of Agatha . cap. 22. diſtinguiſh them from the cite 
Presbyters , as the Door would perſwade bur, rather giveth, both 
names to the ſame perſons . Id ſtzruinus quod omnes jubent, ut 
Civitarcſes five Dioceſani, Presbyteri vel Clerici,ſalvo jureeccleli, 
rem eccleliz , ( ſicut permiferunt epiſcopi)teneant , ct vendere aut 
donare penitus non preſumant . Burt , to leave this quarrel! about 


words , and to come to the matter ; ſeing itis cleare, that rhe Do? / 


firſt intended by this argument , to prove that Biſhops had corte- 
Eive power, over thofe Presbyters , which aſſiſted rhem in cheyre 
Dioccſan charge; is not the Refuters anſwere very dire& and per- 
tincnt (to ſhewe the looſenes of the D, reaſonipg) when he = 
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Lib. 3. ve falſe Apojries oneor ih a . Jo 
kim, T bat the Teachers againi# Whom thoſe argelt , ether did or ſhoulda 
bave ſee themſcl ves; vere not ach Preſoyters > Wheretore if the DoQ. 
hath neyther yeclded atiy ſuch reaſon of his owne, to prove that 
they were ſuch Presbyrers; nor removed the preſumptions which 
the Refut: alleadged for his denyal}; doth not the blame of a weak 
conſequence ly ſtil] heavy upon his ſhoulders ? Let the indifterenc 
reader weigh the anſwere ot the one, and the detenle of the other, 
and then give upright ſcatence, 


Firſt, tonching thoſe whom the Angel of Epheſus examined, the g,q . 


Refuter askerh ( pag. 102. ) 7s is not againſt ſenſe that, the Preſbyters, 
hich Were ſubi:tF to the Biſhop, ſhould call themſctuves eApoitle? And ad- 
deth, ary mant reaſon Will gre him , that, theſe falſe Apoities , Were men, 
Who comm fro [ome other place, Would have thruſt thiſclves into the (hwch, 
there, to have mught With axthoritie,and by richer of Apritheſhip. And tou- 
ching thoſe that taught rhe Nicholaitan hereſy in the Church at 
Thyatira, he faith,that they als might be fach intruders ; or ut may be they 
Were ſorne that rocks upon them to teach, hawrg no calling thereto ; but how - 
over ; it 10 Way appeareth that they were Miriiters and members of the preſ- 
bytme , afſiſting rhe Angel of thet ('bweb. Now what ſaith the Dot? 
Doth he make the contrarie appeare, viz. that they were Miniſters 
#d members of the Presbyteric ? No, for he will not determine, 
Whether they Were Preſbyrers, or m a higher degree; Whether of the Biſhops 
Preſbyrerie, or not; and Whether of the Dioceſe origmally, or come from othevr 
ple .Onely he faith,it is playne they Were Teachers, that bemg in ther 
Dweeſe, the Biſhop had «authorite eyther to ſuffer them to preach, or to inbie 
he them, ec. Wherein obſerve we, 1. that he acknoy ledgeth a 
truth in the maine point of the Refuters anſwere, (cz. that it no 
vay appeareth, that they were members of the Presbyrerie of thar 
Church wherein they converſcd . 2, And whercas he faith 7! 5s 
Mane they Were Teachers, if his meaning be that they were lawfully 
called to the funRion of teachers, it is more then he can provezhis 
dare avouching that #; 5s pluine; doth not plainely covince it;yet will 
tnothing adyantage him,nor diſadvantage his Refut: to grant it. 
3. Morcover, in ſaying, that the Biſhops or Angels had authority 
Nher 10 ſuffer them to preach,or toinhibu them &c., eyther it is frivo- 
Was, if he ſpeake of no other permiſſion or prohibition then 
Mm 2 3s 
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is common to every Paſtor or Miniſter, in his 0wne charge (ſince 
the Refuter in that ſenſe graunteth they had good cauſe and ſuſg. 
cient right to forbidd ſuch companions , orellc it is a begging of 
of the queſtion, if he ſpeake of ſuch a judiciall licencing or (ilen, 
cing,as Byſhops in theſe daies exerciſe over other Miniſters in their 

dioceſe. But he will both prove,that theſe falſe Teachers,were ſu. 

zc&ro the cenſure of the Angels or Byſhops,& remove that which 
his Refuter objeeth to the contrary. The later he attemptethiy 
this manner. 7f th:y were not 'Presbyrers (he ſhould fay parts of the 
Presbyteric of that Church) beeauſe they called themſelues Apoitle be. 
lkeythey Were better men. 71 it not then againit ſenſe, to deny that Presbyter 
were ſubjett to the cenſure of the Byſhop ; bycauſe he 1magineth thiſe , wha 
Were ſubjett io ther cenſure, Were better men? 1s this the Refuters ima- 
gination,or is not rather the D.concluſio grounded vpon his own 
1magination? Why then may I not retutne him his own wordey 
p.124 Is the D.colcience no berter,then {ll to father vpo the Ret; 
yntruthes for his own advantage? bewrayeth he not thereby, what 
a cauſc he mainteineth, that cannot be ypheld but by forgeries? 

The Refuter; to make good his deniall, of that which the D. pre- 
ſuppoſed in the conſcquence of his reaſoning, (vz. that the fallc A- 


polties were Presbyters and parts of the Angels Presbyteric) afkr- - 


med that it was againſt ſenſe to imagine, that any ſuch would al- 
{ume to themſelves the name and preheminence of Apoſtles; and 
that any mans reaſon would rather give him, that they were per- 
ſons rhat came fro ſome other place. Add herynto, thar if they had 
been of the Epheſian clergic, and ſb knowne to the whole Church, 
ro have imbraced an ordinarie calling and ſettled charge amongk 
them; how (ſhould they with any colour perſwade the ſame people 
to recerve them for theApoſtles of Chriſt? Doubtlcſle the very con- 
ſidcration of the knowne diftcrence, betwixt the extraordinary 
Miniſtery of the Apoſtles,and the ordinary funRion of Presbyrers, 
might have been ſufficent (without any further ſcarch) to diſcover 


their lying forgerie, which being knowne to have place among the. 


latter, ſhould uſurpe tbe name & authoritic of the former. Bur the 
xext ſayth, Apoc. 2. 2. they were found to be lyars by the wile and 
diligent care of the angel who examined or tried them; it 1s 
thercfore more probable that they were rather of the nom- 
be of thoſe wandring Prophets, which as greivous vekeaten 
without, 


ib. 3. atſe Propnets the Prevbyterie. T- 
xithout, entred in to devoure: then ot thoſe perverſe reachers, 
which ſpringing up among them, did drawe diſciples after them. 
Se Aretius, Beza,and Marlorat, tn Apoc. 2.2, 

And touching the falſe Propheteſſc le zabell,ſcing ſhe is exprefly 
ſaid ro be a woman; though good Interpreters doe gather trom 
hence, that woemen were ſuffred to teach publikly in that Church 
(ſee Marlorat and Mr Perkins upon Apo. 2- 20.) yet were it r00 
proſe to imagine, that any women were admirred to the office of 
Teachers, or to the charge of Presbyters. And thought ſhould be 
praunted, that they were men (not woemen)which are deciphered 
by the name of that woman Iezabc1l; yer the very name argueth 
thare grearnes & theire prevayling by their ſubtiie perſwaſions(no 
eſe then {ezabel did by her comanding power)to drawe many vt 
totheir wicked wayes. And the title of a Propheteſle importeth,y* 
they boaſtedof an imediare calling, & of extraordinary revelatios. 


Neyther doth the DoRor contradi& this: onely he ſaith, {they The D.tri- 
Were not preſbyters, beltke they were better ryen , A frivolous ſpeach, and ficth, 


an unlikely conſequence. For what likelihood is there, that they 
were better men ? ſcing ſome of them were found to be lyars in 
ſaying they were Apoſtles? Or how doth the deniall of this, that 
they were perts of the ſtandirg Prefbyterte, argue that they were no Pres- 
byters at all? But ſay they were of an higher calling(to wit Evan- 
geliſts or fellowe-helpers ſomerimes to the Apoſtles) yet now A- 
poſtates from the faith (as was Demas and ſome other ) what will 
this advantage the D.caufe? Forſooth, becauſe himlelfeimaginerh, 
that theſe ( who were better men, ) were ſubze& to the Biſhops 
cenſure : therefore he deemeth it againſt ſcnſe ro deny, that Pref(- 
byters were ſubjeR to bis cenſure. 

To come then ar lengthe to that which he firſt propoſed, (the 
reaſon I meane which he urgeth to prove that the falſe Apoſtles 8: 
lezabel the falſe Propheteſie, were ſfubje to the Angels of the 
Churches, wherein: they uſurped authoritie to teach) he ſayth. 

{f thry were not {abiett to them, why is the one commended far exereiſing 
a horue over them, and the other reproved for ſuffrmg them? For an- 
lwere,it (hull ſuftice to ask;why he aflumerh tor an apparant truth, 
that which is rather apparantly faiſe ? viz. that the Ange!t of E. 
Pheſus is commended for cxercifing authoritie over the falſe A. 
POllles?And why he pre ſuppoſeth in the coſequence of his reafon- 
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£i0.3. The Angels trying, no corrective power, Cx, 
ing, that which he cannor juſtifie? to wit, that the falſe prophe. 
tefle of Thyatira,was ſubjc& ro the Angels cenſure;becauſe he 1 re. 
proved for ſuftring her. And thus we ar lead(as it were by the hid) 
to ſce, the falſhood of the propolition of the arg, before by himſcif 
&orrived.For a corre&ive power over Miniſters, cannot be firmely 
concluded,eyther from the comendation of the one that examined 
them which falſly catied rhemſclyes Apoſtles; or from the re. 
proofe of the other,that (uttered falſe Teachers to ſeduce the people. 
For put the caſe,the D.were an Archdeacon,( or web would pleaſe 
him berter) a Dioceſan Lord; & that in the ſome pariſhes vnder his 
goverment, corrupt teachers ſhould find free acceſle to rhe pulpit, 
bur in other places by the carefull enquirie of the Miniſtcrs and 
Church-wardens finding what they arc, they ſhould be reſtreyned: 
me thinks , 1n this caſe he ſhould highely comend the honeſt care 
of rhe one, and ſharply reprove, the carleſſe negligence of the other: 
yertif a man ſhould fr6 his comendarion or reproofe inferre that 
the perſons ſo commended or reproved;had the power of correR- 
ing and fGilencing Miniſters: I ſuppoſe the D. would rather dcride 
$cethe theſimplicitic of{uch a diſputer, then vouchſafe him a dirc& an-' 
—_— ® (wer. But to leave ſuppoſitions and tolet him ſce the looſe. 

' +<-0 ha nes of his reaſoning by a more dire& anſwer; it is cleare+that the 
$pirirof God doth no lefſe commend the men of Berga for their 

diligent ſifting the Apoſtle Pauls doctrine, (AR, 17. 11.) then he 

doth the Angel ot Epheſus, for examining them that falſely aſſu- 

med the name of apoſtles? Wil the D.therefore acknopledge that 

they had a correRive power over that holy Apoſtle ? And who 

knoweth not, that it is required of every private Chriſtian, to have 

their ſenſes exerciſed in the word,to diſcerne berweene good & c- 

v4ll2 (Heb. 5* 14.) ro trie the ſpirits of their teachers, whetlicr 

\ they be of God or not? (1.Ioh. 4. 1.)to bewarre of falfe Prophets 
and ſeducers? (Math. 7.15.and 24.4.) to trie all things and to 

hotd faſt that onely which is good?. (1 Theſ.5, 21.) yeato judge 

of the do&rine delivered to them? (1. Cor. 10.15. and 11.13.) 
to marke ſuch as teach contrarieto the dottrine that they have 
received, and to avoide them, Rom. 16. 17. Moreover doth 
not the general! bande of love, bindeeverie one freely to rebuke 
his neyghbour, & not to ſuftcr finne upon him? (Leyit.1 9-17-) 

an 
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and doth not the Apoltles ſharpely taxe the Corinthians for (uffe. 
ring the falſe Apoſtles to domineare over them ( 2, Cor. 11. 20.) 
Wherefore, if ic be a curſed confuſion, & ſubvertion of eccleſialti» 
cal power, to ſubje& every teacher to the juriſdiction or corrective 

wer of everie private hearer , and to comit the managing of the 
[cies or Church Cenſures, to everic meane Artiſan; then the D, 
may ſce how groſl: an error it 15 to think; that the durtie of exami- 
ning oc trying, and not ſuffcring falſe reachers, doth necellanily 
arguz a power of inflicing the eccletialticall cenſur.s ypon them. 
And the indiff-1 ent reader may perceive, that while the D.labuur- 
eh to vphold the preheminent | raw. > ot Bythops, he hath put 
a1 weapon into the hands of the Anabaptifts ro overthrow all Mt- 
niſt:criall authoritie,and to bring ina mere Anarchy. 


Perhaps theD. wil reply, that beſides this trial or judgement of $eR. ,, 


diſcerning (which is comon to all Chriltians, & necdtuu tor their 
preſcrvation from ſeducers ) there is another and an higher king, 
A to the guides of the Church ; and neceſlaric tor rhe pre- 
crving of the whole flock, from hzreticall intecion. This wee 
acknowledge to be true ; but withall we (ay,it is none other,then 
ajudgement of direRion ( as Do&or Feild calleth ir wu his treatife 
of the Church . lib. 4. cap. 13. pag- 222.) which endeavoureth 
to make others diſcerne, what themſelves haue found out to be 
the truth. And this is comon to all the Miniſters of the word, El- 
ders of che Church:as appeareth by that charge which Paul giveth 
comon to all the Elders of Epheſus , viz . toatcend on the teed- 
ing of the flocke , and to watch againlt the danger, both of 
volves entring in, and of falſe teachers ſpringing up amonge 
them... AQ. 20. 28.--31, For how ſhould ſuch danger be pres» 
rented by theire watchfulnes, if it were not theire durie, to trye 
out the leawde behaviour and falſe doctrine of ſeducing ſpirits; 
and not to ſuffer them to ſpreade the contagion and poylon 
thereof , in the Church committed to their overſight} This 
yet more manifeſt by ſundry canons , preſcribed cl{lwhere by 
the ame Apoſtle; as when he requireth of every Prgsbyter an abt- 
Wic,to convince the gainſayes of wholeſome dodrine. Tit. t, 5-9. 
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and ſubjeRerh the ſpirits of the prophets ee che judgement of * a 
Prophets, 1. Cor. 14. 29. 32, Add herevnto the practiſe of the 4. 
poſtles, admirting the Presbyters of the Church of Ieruſalcm, to 
conſultation for the trying & determining of thart-queſtion, (ton. 
ching circumcifion &c.) which had troubted the mindes of m 
belcevers at Antioche, AR. 15.6.22. 23. Itis apparant therefor, 
that in the triall and examination, both of reachers and their do. 
crine , the- ſcripture knoweth no difference betweene Biſhops, and 
Presbyters: ſo that if Biſhops will challendge to themſelves a jutif. 
diction and power of correQtion over Presbyters, becauſe it belons 
gcrh vnto them, to trie or examine, & not to ſuffer falſe teaching. 
Presbyters; then for” the ſame reaſon, it being the dutie of every 
Pres byter to trie , the doftrine of Biſhops & not to ſuffer them to 
ſpread any errour without refiſtance;Biſhops alſo muſt ſubject the 
ſelves, to the correQiye power of every Presbyter. 

Bur he will alleadge (as ſome others have done ) that there is a 
third kind of criall and judgement,proper to them that have cheif 
authoritie in the Church, (to wit, a judiciall examination of per. 
ſons ſuſpe&cd,in open coliſtory with power to cenſure, ſuch as are 
found faulty: which as it is now exerciſed of our Biſhops;lo it was 
then praiſed by the Angel of the Church at Epheſus . Indeed, if 
this were true, he might with ſome colour inferre, that the angels 
fun&ion, was in that reſpe& like tothe funaion of our Diocelan 
Biſhops; but who feeth not thar this plea is none other , then a 
mere begging of the queition? For, they that deny vheſe angels to 
be Bps.,ſluch as ourdoc not acknowledge any ſuch prehemincce, 
in one Miniſter above another, for the trying and cenſaring of of- 
fenders, ' Moreover, by this reply, rhe cauſe is as litle relievcd,as if 
a (hipmaſter , to ſtop on leake in the one ſide of his ſhipp,ſhould 
make two cr three on the other fide, more dangerous then the 

former. For,to cover the fal{hood of the propoſition; a double 


errour or ur;cruth 1s dilcovered 1n the Afſumptio. viz.1.that by the 


triall which the Angel of the Epheſian Church, rooke of the falle 


- Apoſties,'s meant a judicial coventing of the in open Conſiſtoric 


and proce: ding vnto cenſure againſt them, being found lyars, 
2, that this power was the peculiar prerogative, of that one 
which is cre 1ntitulce, the angel of that Church, Th 

e 
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"" The falſhood of the tormer doth a in part, by ſome things 
already ſpoken; ir being before ſhewed, thar the triall and exanu- 
nation bath of teachers and of theire doctrine, appropriated vn- 
to Miniſters in the apoltolicall writings , is none other then that 
judgement of direction, whereby themſclves and their people are 
informed & guided, in this cariage, towards thole teachers, I add 
1. that the Doctor cannot paralell the words or phraſcs here uſed, 
a dune baſtaſas kms” kay eperaſo &C. Ap0.2, 2.8 bots eas ten &c.yer. 
20. with any other text of holy {cripturc;where the tame words do 
imply ſuch a judiciall criall, as he ſuppoſeth to be infolded under 
them. 2. And fince the perſons, which are ſayd to be tryed & nor 
ndured; profciled to be Apoſtles ( and therefore ſuch , as chal- 
kndged an authoritie and calling, ſuperiour to that Angel) what 
likchhoode is there that they would yeelde themiclves ſubjec, 
tO his judiciall examination, and cenſure ? 3. Againe,the text (aith 
onely, that they Were tried and fox: d lars; now if they were in open 
Conſiſtorie, judicially tried; why were they not upon the difcove- 
ry of their faiſe dealing , enjoyned to gire open tellimonie of their 
repentance? And ( if chey refuſed fo to doe) why did they not 
beare the ſentence of, ſuſpentzon, and. excommunication, or de- 


. gradation ? Or (it any {uch, proceeding was held againſt them) 


why is it not recorded in the text; ſecing it woulde have made 
much more , for the angels commendation , then that which is 
expreſſly mentioned? 4. Nay, that is recorded, which ſoundeth 
rather,to the confirmation of the contrary;for that bearing which 
1s commended in the ſame angel. verl. 3. is by good Interpre- 
ters ( and amongſt other by Mr Perkins) conltrucd, of his groan- 
ig under the burthen of thoſe falſe Teachers, and their herett- 
call dotrine, of which he laboured what he could , to diszburden 
the Church . But, however this be raken, there is little reaſon for 
any \'man to thinke,, that. thoſe falle Apoliles , were in 9: 
pen conliſtorie convented and cenſured, as the DoRor iniagineth, 
And yet were it ascleare as hc could wiſhez, how will the iecond 
point be manifeſted, which the Doctor preſuppoleth rather then 
pom ? viz, that the power of conveating and correding falſe 

eachers , was the pecniiar-zight of, one Biſhop, here called the 


angell of che Church? To xelius that he hath, before proved, 
Nn that 


TheD, 
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that by the Angel of each Church; one onely Biſhop is me 
be no ſafficient defenſe; ſeing his proofes are already diſproved 

cap. 3. ſc&. 1. 2.3. &c. and reaſons yeclded for the contrarie, viz, 
that under the name of one Angell,the whole colledge of Miniſters 
or Elders is vnderſtood , Wherefore if a corrective power one 
Miniſters, may be rightly gathered from that courſe of proceeding 
againſt falſe Teachers mentioned , Apoc. 2. 2, & 20; we may: 
ycry well rerort the Doors argument again the preheminent 
power of Biſhops, & for the joynt authoritie of Presbyters, in this 
manner; 

T bey, who ave ey'her commended for examinoyg and not fuffr ing , or vere. 
ved for ſuffering falſe T eachers im thew Chao ch; Led a correthive purer ouer 
other eM br. iſters . 

But the Angel of the Church of Ephefuee d.as commended for the forme, 
Apvc. 2. 2. and the Angel of the { burch 0; T byatzra, Was reproved for the 
Litter, ve f. 29, 

Ergo, thiſe Angels, ( Which ere before proved to be the Whole (Glledge o 
eMnſlcrs and Elders in cath { burch ) had the correltive power over Au 
niiters . 

And fince it appeareth by the commandement, which Iohn had 
to write vnto the 7. Churches. ( Apoc. 1. 11.) that the praiſe or 
diſpraiſc of cvery angel, betongerh in part unto the whole Church: 
(a truth acknowledged by the beſt Interpreters, Catvin,Beza, Mar- 
forat, Aretius Perkins &c. though it ſhould be grauntcd that one 
Miniſtes (to wir , the cheife Paſtor or Preſident of the Presbyterie) 
is princpally aymed art, in thenams? of the angel of cach Church; 
yet will it nor follow that the whole power of corre&ion, was his 
p«culiar righ'; nay rather, it will follow , that ſo farre as his fcl« 
low-angels; and (not they onely bur ) rhe whole Church,did par- 
take with him, in the praiſe or diſprayfe aſcribed to him ; ſo farre 
alſo ,ihey had theire part in the power of judiciall proccedirg. 
Wherefore, if the Doors meaning be ( in his afſumption rore- 
ftreyne the praiſe or diſpraife mentioned ( Apoc. 2. 2 20. ) vs 


wreſteth' eo one onely perfon ( whom he reputeth to be the Biſhop ) his Ab 


the m_ fumprion is to be reje&ed, as an erroneous wreſting of the text, 
ma't ye 


contratie to the true meaning thereof: But it he aſſent unto 


* thiscxplanation of his aſſumption, (viz. that in the praiſe orre» 
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_ theitles of honour, which in this age are gircnto Dioceſan and 
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ofthe angel, the reſt of the Miniſters or Elders, and the 
whole Church did partake with him)then muſt he ſubſcribe to this 
concluſion; to wit that the reſt of the Elders and the whole Ch: 
did partake with the Angel of cach Church,in the power of admi- 
nifiring the Church-cenſures. And this may ſutfice for anſwere 
to all that he hath a!kadged from his rext, or any part of the holy 
ſcripture, in defenſe of the explication of his text, viz. that the 
Angels of the 7. Churches, were 7. Biſhops , for the ſubſtance of 
their calling ſach as ours are. We arein the next place to ſee,whar 
ſtrength there is in that argument, whereby from the title of An» 
k in his text , he laboureth to vphold the title of Lord given to 


the Buthops , 


Chap. 6. Concerzing the Title of Lord given to Biſhops 
comparing the ſame, with the Title of Angels in the 
Doettors text, handled by him, Lib. 3. pag. 

T5O0. Oc agaim#t the Ref mers at- 
were. Pag.nog. 106, 


Fe us now ſee what ſer therc is in that argument which the _ 
D. frameth from this title (The angels of the Chinrcher) to juſtify "** *: 


F. 


and Provinciall Prelates his argumentis this, 

; The H.Ghoft giveth Baſhops a more honourable title, m cal ing thin the 
angels of the Churches, then if be bad called them Lords. 

. T berfore, \ve ſhould not think much , thc they ave called Loder . 

The conſequence of this argument lieth in this propoſiti6, T hae 
wnto.ph3/cever the boly ghaſt giveth a more honourable ritl; 10 them We may 
Withaut ſcruple give any title thet is inferiour, which 15 not vniverſally 
truc;as the D.(I ſuppoſe)wil confeſle in many particulars. For the 
name or rijhe of Maior, Baylifte, Alderman,Conft»ble,&c. 1 might 
ſay King, Duks,Eatle &c. muſt needs be( in his underſtanding)by 
many degrees inferiour, to the titles that he acknowledgeth to be 

wen by the Holy Ghoſt in comon to all Miniſters of the word, 
(Crmon dignitie and duerie ot rhe Mini{ters pag. 60. 61. 62.) 

uch as are Co-workers, and Stewards of God,&c. But to give 
the former unto Miniſters, were to bringe contuſion into the 
Church, & to overthrow thac difference, which rhe lawes of God » 
man have ſer betweae civill & ecclef. funRions, And thoug! amun 

Nn 2 (1.01 
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not true. 
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ſhould offer to ſalve this miſcheife; with the like diſtin&ion of cou 
and ecclefiafticall Majors or Kmgs che. (by which the D. excuſcth the 
eicic of Lords giuen to Byſhops) yet I perſwade my ſelfe, he would 
not caſylic admit of this diſorder, yea doubrleſle, he wauld thinke 
it a great diſparagement,to his reverend Fathers & ſpiritual Lords, 
that everie paincfu!l Miniſter of Chriſt , ſhould be <qualled with 
them in thoſe honorable ticles, which doe now lift them vp abore 
their brethren, And yet (by his owne confeſſion (pag. 61.and 62, 
laſt mentioned,) they have (all) right to thoſe titles of Dottors, Fa- 
thers, Paſtors, and Saviours of their brethren, which are more glo- 
rious, then that name of Angels of the Churches, which he now ap- 
propriateth vnto Byſhops, We may take it therefore, for aney- 
dent rruth;that there 15 no truth art all in the conſequence of theD. 
argument; no not, though he ſhould limic himſclfc to ritles of the 
ſame nature,I meane ſuch,as declare the ſame kind of honor, cither 
civill -or miniſteriall. For, I make no queſtion, but the D. would 
judge it, as vabeſcming his dioceſan Byſhops , to beare the name 
of Archdeacons, Officials, or Curates &c. as for Kinges & Em- 
perors, to be called Dukes, & Captaines,or high Conſtables. And 
I judge it much more abſurde, to argue (as he doth)from titlesin 
holy (cripture given to Miniſters, to ſhew the dignitie of their fun- + 
&ion; vnto titles of civill honour, apperteyning vnto great perſo- 
nages, that excell in externall pompe, and worldly glorie. 

And this is the exception which the Refuter rooke to the D. 
argument, when (ro ſhewe the inconſequence thereof )he ſaid,the 
the tules which the D. compareth togither are of a different nature. For Au- 
gels and Ftarres are glorious creatures of heaven and bave ſome fit reſemblance j 
of the Mwniter office; but Lord, Lordſhip, and Grace, are termes beg * 
honour, not (6 well befuting the Mimifters of Jeſus Chriſt. Hereto theD.. th 
replyeth,/ conftſſe they dve not (6 well befut them, becauſe they come ſhw! of 
the honour and excellencie, which im the name of angels, the Holy Ghoſt aſors ba 
beth to them: as if the honour of the epiſcopall fanRion were much - 
abaſed (not increaſed ( as the world judgeth ) by thoſe titles WM fh 
of civill honour , given vnto Byſhops, for what elſe can he ſs 
meane , in fayinge they doe mort (6 Well befitt thems beeauſe thy th 
come ſhort cc. And why then are ye ſo vnwiſe (6 ye Princes and WM &«' 
Nobles) as to give vato Byſhops, for the honeuring was H 
pac, Nl 
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debaſe” 2 Be wiſe and inſtruated from 
henceforth, ro deny them theſe baſe termes, of Lordſhip and Grace 
& to give them thoſe titles of honour, which are peculiar ro Chrilt 
2nd not common with them ro-any orher.creaturez viz£Paſtors of 
ſoules, the light of theworld,and ſaviour oftheir brexhren (ce the | 
D. ſcrm.of the dignitic ofthe Miniſters, (pag 62.64.) G 

But why maketh the D.a ſhew of removing his Refurersanſwere, er gene 
and yet leaveth it altogerher vntouched? For he cannor- give his Ho OE 
argument a diſcharge trom the inconſequencewbjeaed againit it, rn fell * 
till he ſhew, eyther char the titles which hexoparethy? are not of an Ret. artſy, 
other nature;or that the termes of ctvit honbpeorruverted;doe wel bur doth 
beſeeme thoſe, whoſe calling is adorned with titles of greater ho- aot orice 
nour, in another kind; to witt,in ;egard of a ſpirituall and celeſtiall *9uch ze. 
dignitic. To attempt the former, were toquench the light of co- 
mon reaſon : and to indeavour the latter, 1s to: conveye the con- 
troverted riules of civill honour { by an <quall right.) vnto every 
Miniſter; ſeing the titles of greateſt fpirituall dignitie, doe equally 
belong to all the Miniſters of the word, as is betore obſerved. The 
D. therefore, as one that wittingly will not fee, the weaknes of his 
conſequence, ſpendeth all his firength in toriifying the Antecder; 
viz, that the names of Lords &c.. given to Byſhops by earthly 
Prinees, is a title of lefle honour, then that which the Holy Ghoſt 
giveth them incalling them the Angels of che Chaurches.1 wil noe 
now urge him a freſh to give us ſome better reaſon, then any he 
hath yer propoſed, for the proote- of that which he taketh here for 

aunted; ſz.that the Holy Ghoſt appropriateth vnto Byſhops, 

uch as ours; the name of the Angels of the Churches, I will onely exa- 
min how well he hath proved; that this is 3 more honourable ricle, 
then the name of Lords. 

T hey are called, aith he, mot onely Angels, that, is meſſengers and Am- 5-4, ;, 

baſſudoys of God, as all Mmiftert are m reſpelt of their Mmitterie: bur ach 
of they alſs, is talled the Angel of the Church whereof be 1s Byſhop, me re- 
ſpett of bis government, end guar dranſbip of the Church,as the holy angels ar: 
ſaid to be ther angels,over whons they ave apprinted gover NouriC guar drans: 
therfore the name L,91 d grve to them mn reſpett of thew govermi#c> autboriry, 
# a title of leſſe honor, the that; which in the ſame reſp is ger the by Chriſt, 
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Here alſo I muſt paſle by a —_— error (in his words)before dif. 
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onely and nor any other Miniſters 


T berefore, the name Lord given to them mn reffe(t of their governmen i; 
artitle of l:fſe honour, then the other tht ut given im the ſame vetpett, Why? if 
both titles be given to Byſhops, in one and the ſame reſpeR, doth 
ic notrather follow (by good probabilitie ) that equal! honour is 
implyed in buth ? ſhould nor then the D. have done better, to 
have fortificd the [conſequence of- his argument, then to laveit 
naked as he doth? And why (neyther in this, nor 1n the former Ene in 
thymem) ſupplicth he not the conſequence or propoſition, which ex 
on—_y to his ownerules lib. 2.pag. 44-) might make a perfc le 
yilogilm? at leaſt, why doth he nor fill up his compariſon,and tell 7? 
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us;from whole governmet the narwe of Lord(yiven wato Byſhops) C 
is borrowed? Perhaps, becauſe he ſaith (in the next clauſe of his fr 
defence) that Biſhops have thar rirle of Lords, common ro them of 
with the Lords temporal}; he wou!ld have us to conceive, that it is he 
for that caulc, atit!e of :leſſe honour, then that other, which Bi- £ 


ſhops have common to them,with the holy Angels of God. If this in 
be his meaning ( a&ig;efie ir 1s,'tor I know net,what better colour he 
he can preted, fortacguityyinget the coſequice of his reaſoning) P; 


we are thento inquire, whether lie be not deceived, eyther 1n lay- ne 
10g downe the rcafon of thou ame Lord, given vnto Biſhops , orin by 
'making that the c2uſe of alefle honour included in the name? His fo 
own words are the occa!ton.of drawing the former into queſtion, Cl 


when he {2ich2T bey are nor ther efarg cr] Lords, becauſe they bavug the tt lo 
of Lords comon ta them With the Lux ds temporall, for whe knoweth nat the &- lo 
itution?berwene the Lords ffouuunll aud termporal?Weare not ignorant 19 
of the. diſtinRion, fo often mentioned in the ates of parliament, {ci 


but the D. ſeemeth not to know the right meaning and uſc _ " 
; (y 
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of. For if the Biſhops be nor civill Lords, nor thei 
honour, becauſe they are diſtinguiſhed from the nobles of the lay- 
tie, by the name of Lords ſpirituall; then it followerh that, cheire 
Lordhip and honour annexed thereunto, is meerely ſpirituall, But 
itis ſo well knowne to all the world, that Bilhops doe partake with 
temporall Lords in all the appurtenances of civil Lordihip and ci. 
vill honour; that to deny it, were delirare cum infanis, to plaic the 
madd man. The reaſon therefore, of the diſiintion retained in 
our lawes, is rather to ſhew the different condition of the perſons, 
then the diverſity of cheir Lordſhip; becauſe the one are ſpiritual 
perſons or clergie-men; and the other remporall men or lay- per- 
| ſons, Or .f the D. will needs have theire veric Lorpſhipsto be di- 
| linguiſhed by thoſe termes. Sprr:tmail and remporalh, then the Cifte. 
| rence muſt be this,thar Biſh»ps have, (beſides their civill Lordſhips 
| and temporall Baronies, common to them with the Lords tempo- 
rall) an eccleſiaſticall Lordfvp,or Lordlike rule in ſpirituall cauſes; 
7 in reſpet whereof they are denominated Lords fpiritaall. How- 
| ever it be, ſince he denyeth them to be civill Lords, and acknow- 
| ledgeth the name Lord to be given rhe, in regarde of the ſame 
| government, which is implicd vader the name of, the angels of the 
| Chyctes;le ſhould in reaſon,derive the Lordſhip of Byſhops,rather 

from Chriſts Lordſhip, which is ſpiritual, then from the dignitie 
| of Lords temporall which is meerely civil. For if that be true which 
| he concervethy Byſhops have no more affinitie with noble perſona- 
$in the name of Lords: then they have with all civill Magiſtrateg 
| inthe name of Paſtors. Borh may be called Paſtors of the peopie(as 
he ſatch ſ-rm,of the dig. of Min. pag.$ 3.) but the Magiſtrates are 
Paltors of their bodics, the Minilters of their ſoules. In like rnan- 
ner, our nobles and our Byſhops doe agree in the name cf Lorde; 
| but the one are civill Lords, the other not (0, but ſpiritual. Where- 
fore , as he affirmerh ( ſerm. pag. 62. ) Miniſters to partake with 
| 
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Chriſt in the name of Paſtors; becauſe, as he is the Paſtor of oar 
ſoules; ſo they are Paſtors not of mens bodyes, bur of their ſouls; 
ſohe maketh (or at leaſt , might from the like ground affirme) Bi- 
, ſhops, to have the name of Lordes, comon to them with Chriſt; 
+ MW fingas heis a ſpirituall Lord; (oare they alſo Lords ſpirituatl,and 
not givill , Wherefore , if wee may meaſure the greatnes 
or 


ip a civil, 
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or (mallnes of tathonour, which any titles convey vnto Minilters, 
by the greater or lefle excellencie of che perſons , with whom 
they, in hoſe titles, are compared: then have wee good war. 
rant to conclude, the honour included inthe name of Lords at. 
ttibured unto Biſhops; to be by ſo mach greater , then that which 
is implied, in the other title ofthe (arches Angels, by how much 
our Lord Chriftisgreiter then all angels. Bur no ttaied building 
ftandeth upon fo fandy a foundation; for as men ſhall pleaſe to ya 
ry the things; with which they may ( by any ticle ) compare the 
Miniſters of Chriſt, ſo theire honour (hall riſc or fall at their plea- 
ſure, and that vnder one and the fame title. For compare the 
name of Paſtors or ſhepheards given to Miniſters ( Ephef. 4. 11.) 
with Chriſt, the cheifc Paſtor and great ſhepheard of the ſhcepe, 
(1.Per.5.4.& Heb.13.20.)then is ita name of farr greater honor, 
then the name of Angels, or Angels of the Churches: bur it is by 
many degrees more baſe , if it be referred to the ſhepheards that 
watch &atrend.on thcir flocks in the feilds,from whence(in truth) 
it was atthe firſt derived . - Wherefore , it muſt be confeſſed, that 
there is a manitcſt falſhood infolded in the conſequence of the 
DoRors reaſoning, 

And this ſerveth: wel to juſtify the later pointe before propoſed, 
ſcz.that the Do&ar is deceived in judging the name of Lord, being 
comon to Biſhops, with Lords temporall,to be a title of leſle ho- 
nour, then rhe name, of the angels of the Churchss,that hath reference 
tothe czleſiall Angels. We may with much more probabilitic af- 
firme, that by now much itis a greater honour, ro have a Lord- 
like government in any Church ; then to have a tutorſhip , or 
Guardianſhip therein: by ſo much,the name of Lorde given to Bl 
Mops, in reſyc& of their government;is a title of grea:er honour, 
the the other, which exprefſeth their Guardianſhip, which in ſome 
reſpe&is allowed, to the Churchwardens of every pariſhe. For, 
why ſhou!d we not meaſore the height of that honour , which t- 
res doe imply , richer by the mature of thar government which 
the names import, then by tae conditien of the perſons or things, 


ftcth him- With which tae titles doe compare the perſons (o entituled?Toend 


ſclte, 


this diipute, let the reader obſerve here a ſhrewd (hewe of a plaine 


contradiction in the DoRorz for whereas nowe he graunteth the 
| name 


ih. 3. be tit! 0rd. Lordlihip. aÞ. 7 
name Lord to be given vnto Byſhops in reſpeR of theire govern- 
mcnt and authoritie: a little after (pag. 153.) he denieththe title 
to be given them, with relation, bur as a ſimple title with honour 
&reyer&ce.For how can it be a ſimple title of honour, uſed without 
any relation or reference vnto thole that are governed by them; if 
it be given them in reſpe& of their government? And thus much 
for anſwer to the argument, drawen from the name of Avg: in 
his text, to juſtifie thoſe honourable titles, of Lord and Lordſhip 


given to Byſhops. 
Chap. 7. Concerning two new arguments produced 


by the D. lib. 4. pag. 40. &c. to prove the angels 
of the 7.Churches to be Byſhops, like to ours, 


There remayneth ſome what (alleadged by the D. to ſhew that 
$7. angels were Byſhops, for the ſubſtance of their calling, like 
to ours) as yet vnanſwered: bur it is from huinane, and not divine 
evidence. He promiſeth indeed ( ſerm. pag. 61. to prove both by 
ſepture andother evidence, that the government by Byſhops, Was uſed even 
# the Apoſtles times, and not contraauted by them, His (cripture proofe 
is nothing but this, T he 7. Angels were the Byſhops of the 7, Churches 
« all confeſſe, and for the ſubſtance of their calling like to ours, as 1 (ſayth he) 
have proved, Which proofes, becauſe his Refuter had removed, be- 
fore fe came to that part ofthe ſermon; he therefore tolde him; 
that he had brought nothing to prove his aſſertion, but what was 
already anſwered: now the D. telleth us, that this is vnerze. For 
(faith he) 7 bring ewo new arguments to prove that the 3. Angels Were By- 
ſbops. That they were Byſhops? why? that is to prove what he 
knoweth to be of all confeſſed; he ſhould therefore ſay, (and make 
his ſaying good) that he hath two new arguments to ſhewe that 
they were Byſhops like to ours; but ſo to affirme were to avouch, 
an yntruth: wherefore he wrongethhis Refuter to charge him with 
an yntruth in ſaying he brought nothing, but what was beforc an- 
ſyered., Which wrong is the greater, becauſe he covld not but ſee, 
by his Refuters words following, (anſw. pag.128.) that in ſo (ay. 
ing, he had an cic, tothe D, proofes from ſcripture; which _ 

ns Oo the 


Seft+ 1 


the thing promiſed bn not performed? Wherforc he may very wel 
againe, be once toldethar tayling in his proofes fro ſcripture (weak 
onely is ſufticient ro make good his aſſertion) how much ſoevcrhe 
ſay beſides, he muſt be beholding to his reader, if. he be per. 
fwaded by him. Notwithſtanding, 'let ys not refuſe to heare WM ſup 
what thoſe his arguments be, wherein he reſteth (o confidently, 7 
T he former ( \ayth he) though this great Analyſer, eyther did not, or youll ſec 
wot ſee, it 4s this: T bat two of theſe Angels were Policarpus and Oneſinny: 
Policerpus the Bylhop of Smyrna, and Oneſimus the Bylbop of Epheſuu, (bi 
' 4:4 what 11 {ayd of two, 1s to be vnderſtood of the refF . Indeed, the 
Refuter ſaw not this laſt clauſe, for how ſhou!d he ſee it, be- 
fore ir came into the D. head to deliver it? and now he might 
well have ſpared 1: vnlefſe he had better explaned his meaning, 
For would he have usto think, that as two of the angels were 
Policarpus and Oneſimug; (o allo the other five, were Policar- 
pus and Onefimus? If this be not his meaning, why doth | 
re!l us, that whar is ſayd of two, the ſame muſt be Faderſiooh 
of the reſt ? It his meaning be, that as he nominated two; fo 
we muſt beleeve he can nominate the reſt, it he liſt; he mut 
ardon us, in caſe we intertayne not the thought ; ſcing hz 
he is not likely to have concealed theire names, if he had < 
yer mett with any eyidence that revealed them. 
But why doth this great diſputer (who maketh ſo many and 
great proreſtarions of his vpright dealing) ſo falſcly, and yet 
TheD.fal- Viftingly , charge his Returer (whom in ſcorne he termeth the 
- ver wil- great Analyſcr ) not to (ce, or nor to mention this his ful 
linzly lan- argument? Dorh he nor expreſly pointe ynto it, when he ſaith 
dereth ils (pag. 129.) that the ſumme of all that the D. hath, i compri<id in 
Retutct. 3, points, 1. that Policerpis Was the Byſhop of Smyrna; and Oneſimi, 
as it may wel! be ſuppoſed, the Byſhop of the Church of Epheſus 2, 
that from the 7, angels cc. Had the Refuter put the word Av 
gel, in ſtcade of the word Bylhop which he uſed; rhe D. hal 
had no colour of cauſe, as he had no cauſe, to quarrel with him: 
bur rhe old proverbe 15 verifyed, Wrangl irs Well pliy at ſmall gem 
rather then ſit out; and men ſert to pick quarrels, will take hole 
'of {mall occafons, rather then want ſome colour of jult cauk ” 
to conplaine, 4 
Put 


T wo of thiſe angels Were Policarpus ani Oneſimrns. 

But Policarpua and Oneſimus Were Byſhops, (he ſhould ſay) ZBy- 

s like to ours. ) 

T herefore, two of theſe angels Were Byſhops, like vnto cs. And the 
ſecond thus, | 

From the 7. angels a ſucceſſion of Byſhyps, Was continued m thoſe 7. 
(burches, wntill the council of Nice, and afterwards. 

T berefore, thoſe 7, angels Were Byſhops, like to ours. 

To both theſe joyntly the Retuter anſwereth thus: that. the 
Byſhops ſo called in the Apoitles times Were not dioceſan, as they Were 
Which followed in ſucceeding ages. The D. Replyecth (pag. 43.) that 
f ever there bad bene Within the compaſſe of a dioceſe more Byſhops then 
oe 4s once, fince the Apoſtles times; or if it could be truely alledged, 
thet, the emcurte of the Byſhops charge, Was inlarged from a pariſh toa 
doceſe;, then there Were ſome colour, for this exceptzon ; but theſe conceits 
(/ayth be ) 7 have diſproved befire, and therefire doubt not mo#t confi- 
gently to conclude, that, if the ſucceſſors of theſe 7. Byſhops, Were wn 
the ende of 300. yeares, duoceſan Byſlops, then Were therre firit predte 
C&ors ſuch. For anſwer wherevnro in a word, I ſay 1. That 1t 
Is beſides the preſent queſtion, now to enquire, whether there 
ever were within one dioceſe, any more Byſhops then one, at 
once &c, 2. ſince the D. upon his bare word denieth thoſe 
things to be ſo; he hath little reaſon to think that we will 
blindly ſubſcribe to his confident concluſion, inferred ypon 
his naked preſumptions; to make no worſe of them. For firſt, 
It is no hard matter to make them falſe preſumptions. What 
ſaith he to Epiphanius, (cont Hzreſ. lib. 2. hzrcf. 68. contra 
Milet) doth not he atfirme,that there Were diverſe Byſhops in one 
Church or citie, though not in eAlexandria; nunquam Alexandria duos 
babuit epiſcopos, velut alie xbes? Secondly as touching his owne teſti- 
monies which he produccth to ſhew that Policarpus was By- 
ſhop of Smyrna,& Oneſimus Byſhop of Ephel.in S. Iohns time: 
L deſire him to take notice how he ill contradifeth himſclfe, 1, 


% he may cafily diſcernc, if he compare his words lib. 2. pag. contra; 
62. with ſerm, pag. 62, and lib. 4. pag. 40. togither, In the &-ch him 
Oo 2 former ice. 


But to leave his evill and idle wandrings, and to examine his SeQ. 2. 
argument, the firſt tanderh thus in forme. 


the thing promiſed bnt not performed: Wherforc he may very wel 
againe, be once rolde;thar fayling in his proofes fro ſcripture (web 
onely is ſufficient ro make good his aſſertion) how much ſoevcrhe 
fay beſides, he muſt be beholding to his reader, if. he be per. 


{waded by him. Notwithſtanding, let ys not refuſe to heare þ 
what thoſe his arguments be, wherein he reſteth ſo confidently, 
T he former ( ſayth he) though this great Analyſer ,eyther did not, or would 


wot ſee, it 1s this: T bat two of theſe Angels were Policarpus and Oneſimu: 
Policerpus the Bylbop of Smyrna, and Oneſimus the Bylhop of Epheſu, 
* 1d what 1s ſayd of two, is to be wnderſtood of the ref . Indeed, the 
Refuter ſaw not this laſt clauſe, for how ſhou!d he ſee it, be- 
fore ic came into the D. head to deliver it? and now he might | 
well bave ſpared it: vnleſſe he had better explaned his meaning, 
For would he have us to think, that as two of the angels were 
Policarpus and Oneſimus; (o alſo the other five, were Policar- 
pus and Oneſimus? If this be not his meaning, why doth h 
rell us, that what is ſayd of two, the ſame muſt be "aderſioo] 
of the reſt ? If his meaning be, that as he nominated two; ſo 
we muſt beleeve he can nominate the reſt, if he liſt, he mutt 
ardon us, in caſe we intertayne not the thought ; ſeing hz 
he is not likely to have concealed theire names, if he had c- 
yer mett with any eyidence that revealed them. 
But why doth this great diſputer (who maketh ſo many and 
great proteſtations of his vpright dealing) ſo falſcly, and yer 
TheD.fal. Vittingly , charge his Returer (whom in ſcorne he rtermeth the 
{1} yer wil- great Analyſer ) not to ſce, or nor to mention this his firſt 
lingly flan- argument? Doth he nor expreſly pointe ynto it , when heſaith 
dereth liis (pag. 128.) that the ſumme of all that the D. hath, it comprized in 
Retutct. 3, points, 1. that Policerpus Was the Byſhop of Smyrna; and Oneſimus, 
as it may well be ſuppoſed, the Byſhop of the Church of Epheſar 2. 
that from the 7, angels cc. Had the Refuter put the word As- 
gel, in ſtcade of the word Bylhop which he uſed; rhe D. had 
had no colour of cauſe, as he had 'no cauſe, to quarrel with him: 
bur rhe old proverbe is verifycd, Wranglirs Well play at ſmall game 
rather then fit out; and men ſert to pick quarrells, will take holde 
'of {mall occaſions, rather then want ſome colour of jult cauſc 
to coniplaine, 


But 


argument, the firſt tanderh thus in forme. 

T wo of thiſe angels were Policarpus and Oneſimrs. 

But Policarpma and Oneſimus were Byſhops, (he ſhould ſay) By- 

s like to ours. ) 

T herefire, two of theſe angels Were Byſhops, like vnto cvs. And the 
ſecond thus, 

From the 7. angels 4 ſucceſſion of Byſhops, Was continued in theſe 7. 
(bwches, wntill the council of Nice, and afterwards. 

T berefare, thoſe 7, angels Were Byſhops, like to ours. 

To both theſe = the ; cen = man thus: that, the 
Byſhops (6 called in the Apoitles times Were not dioceſan, as they Were 
which followed in ſucceeding ages. The D. Replyeth ( pag. 43.) that 
if ever there had bene Within the compaſſe of a dioceſe more Byſhops then 
one as once, fince the Apoſtles times; or if it conld be truely alledged, 
thet, the crcuite of the Byſhops charge, Was inlarged from a pariſh toa 
dhoceſe, then there Were ſome colour, for this exceptton ;, but theſe concrits 
({ayth he ) 7 have diſproved befire, and therefire doubt not mo## confi- 
dently to conclude, that. if the ſucceſſors of theſe 7. Byſhops, Were ue 
the ende of 300. yeares, duvceſan Byſhps, then Were there firit predc« 
ceſſors ſuch. For anſwer wherevnto in a word, I ſay 1. That it 
is beſides the preſent queſtion, now to enquire, whether there 
ever were within one dioceſe, any more Byſhops then one, art 
once &c, 2. fince the D. upon his bare word denieth thoſe 
things to be ſo; he hath little reafon to think that we will 
blindly ſubſcribe -co his confident concluſion, inferred ypon 
his naked preſumptions; to make no worſe of them. For firſt, 
It is no hard matter to make them falſe preſumptions. What 
ſaith he to Epiphanius, (cont Hzref. lib, 2. href. 68. contra 
Milet) doth not he affirme,that there Were diverſe Byſhops in one 
Church or citie, though not in eAlexandria; nunquam Alexandria duos 
habuit epiſcopos, velut alie zwbes? Secondly as touching his owne teſti- 
monies which he produceth to ſhew that Policarpus was By- 
ſhop of Smyrna,& Oneſimus Byſhop of Ephel.in S. Iohns time: 


I defire him to take notice how he fill contradiQerh himſclfe, -4,,r, 

as he may eaſily diſcerne, if he compare his words lib. 2. pag. contra; 

62, with ſerm, pag. 62, and lib. 4. pag. 49. togither, In the &-ch him. 
Oo 2 former ile. 


0 


But to leave his evill and idle wandrings,and to examine his Se. 2. 


IT: þ 4þ.”, 
former he ſaich that Tgnatius his ep.ftles were written but a 
ticle before his death; and therefore he denyeth the Churcheg 
of Magneſia and Trallis, to have bene Churches extant what 
time the Apoſtle Iohn wrote the revchtion. Now if this be true, 
(as true it is) then is it falſe ro ſay as he doth ( ſerm, pag, 
62.) that the epiſtles of Ignatius were written betwene the go, 
yeare of our Lord and 99. and that his epiltle ad Epheſ: is a 
pregnant proofe that Oneſimus was the By(hop of Epheſus when 
the Revelation was written as he confidentlye avoucheth, 
(lib. 4. pag 40). For Ignatius his death fell our, Anno 11 1.(as 
Euſeb:noteth in Chr6.& Cent. 2.col.169.) which was 14. yearcs VI 
aftcr the Revelation was written. Bur if his epiſt, ad Ephel. where- 
in he mentioneth Oneſimus their Paſtor, be a ſufficient proofe, 
that Oneſimus was the Byſhop of Epheſus, what time the A- 
poſtle Iohn wro:e the Revelation;becauſe he wrote while Cle. 
mens lived; that is, berwene the yeares 990. and 99.(as he (a th 
ſcrm. pag. 62.) then his epiltles written to the Churches of 
Magneſia and Trallis, wilbe as pregnant a proofe that thoſe 
Churches floriſhed , when Iohn wrote the Revelation. For it is 
evident by Euſebius his teſtimony (Hiſt. lib. 3. cap. 30.) that 
theſe epiſtles, and that to the Epheſians, were written at one 
and the ſame time. 

2 Leaving him to his contradition, I muſt, renew the 
Refuters anſwcr that thoſe teſtimonies are nor free from ſaſpi- 
tion , whatever the D. then or now hath ſayd to free them. 
T he epiſtler of [gnarens and Pokcarp that now goe under their names (ith 
D. Fulke (in anſw. to the Rhem: on AR. 6. 7.) are not att« 
#henrk,; but gathered out of the Apocryphall conftiturzons il that gonnter« 
Ft (lemens . And conceriing Ignatius, whome the Rhemiſts 
on 1 Pet. 2, 13. alleadged to prove that the Byſhop mu#t be ho- 
 noured above the King: theſe Words((aith he) ſhewe ont of whoſe (9p 
that epiſ'l: came ; h2 ( meaning Ignatius) Was 4 men of greater vt- 
kgim, then to corrett the ſcripture in Salomon Provb. 24. 21. and 
Peter &c, 

3. Were thoſe teſtimonies freer from exception then they are, 
yet they yeild him no releefe; ſeeing they ſpeake not one word 
eyther for their diocclan juriſdiction; or for their preheminent 
ſuperiority 


ſuperiority above other Presbyters 1n their Churches, Bur of 
their Byſhoppricks what they were, and whether ſuch as he ſup- 
eth; we ſhall have fitt occaſion to ſpeak hereafter; there is c- 
n6ugh already ſayd to ſhew, that his beſt evidence is to weake to 
, Wl perſwade what he vndertaketh to prove, viz. that the Angels of the x, 
Churches were Biſhops, for the ſubitancs of their calling, loks to ours ,S0 that 
2 WH his explication of the text he handleth, having no foundation 
a WW in any part of Gods truth, nor any humane teſtimony worthy 
of crcdit to ſupport it; I may well joyne with his Refuter and 
s 8 fay, he buildeth vpon the ſand of his owne conceite, and not 
. ypon the rock of Chriſts truth, when he raiſeth from thence, 
L his high Turret, that the calling of Byſhops, ( ſich 
for the ſubſtance of their calling as onrs are) 
is of drvine mſtututwon. 
And thus much for the firlt part, Have patience 
' a while, Chriſtian Reader, and thou (bale : 
f (God willing,)have the other 
two, that are 
behind, 
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The faultes eſcaped in the printing are thus to be correfted, 


Pag. 7, 1. 16. the. p.8.1.14., deny. p,zo.l.8. put out,he. pag. 42, 1. 11, 
Mounte-bancke. pag,72.1. 23 put out,him: 1. vie. for who,read how, p: 
30.1.2, for and, reade, what. p: ro2. 1. 48 . put our, is, p. 110, 1. 28. pre- 
erant, p.118, in the title, for poyntes reade poynt. p. 175.1 penult: pur 
our, in a connexive propoſed. p. 1951.33. for that, read, at. p.197. 1.13. 

ut OUt,no. p. 205. 1.11.put out , and .p. 206.1. 27. dividebantur, p.20g, 

.7, put out,tor p.229. 1.36, Miletum,p.227.1. 14, Mariam, pag. 237.1,29, 
for lacketh,reade,raketh. p.245. 1.1. Tuicienſfis, p,274. I, 27 «Can, p.3814, 
25. reade, not bearing. p.z$6.1.5.pur out, that, 
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) Hoſetwo motives which doe moſt uſually 
and not unjuſtly perſwade the Reader tobe- 
Y teive his author, ( the credit of theman, & 
the apparat evidence that he bringeth)have 
Ja by many been thoughtto have united their 
- forces in Doctor Downames defenſe. For 
"the man himſclfe,hc hath been generally accounted judici. 
ous, learncd, painfull, religious, ſyncere, and ingenuous, 
the defenſe he hath made caricth ſuch an appearance of 
learning, antiquity, & truth with ir, that not onely to him- 
ſelte ( through too much love of his owne ) but to di- 
verſe others alſo, ir ſeemeth not ſubje vnto any replie or 
refutation, ſo that, this attempr of his adverſarics ingain- 
fayiog, and that ſo confidemtly, fully, and roundly , with- 
outany fear, fainting, or ſtaggering, will doubtlcts be cen- 
ſured, before itbe pondered, 

But if (uch thoughts can bebrought to-endure but the 
calling backa while, to the reexamining of the groundes 
they are built on : the hollownels of them will loone be. 

- wray it ſelf. For be it graunted, that ſound learning and. 
ood conſcience is this mans praiſe and priviledge above 
the moſt of his fellow-champions ( though this defenſe 
doth ſo beare it ſelfe on the former, that it giveth ſmall 
proof of the later ) yet that doth not free him from dange- 
rous deceit and errour ; eſpecially in quzftions of this na- 

. ture, which have on the one fide ſo much to ſway with 
beſide the cauſe , and on the other, nothing but naked 8& 
deſpiſed truth . Neyther can it be thought, that imparti- 
all defire and ſearch of truth, did fo rake up his minde 
in all this enterprize, as that blinding prxjudice had no 
lace init, Let the wiſe canſider & give ſentence,whether 
he that was the ſonne of a Bifhop, the ſervant or Chaplain 
ofa Biſhop, and that none of the beſt , the fayourite Wm 


C2 


of a third Biſhop,whoſe conſecration he deſiredto grace, 
one that ſought needily to raife himfelt in Biſhops favour; 
whether fuck a man ( I ſay) be likely to preach and write 
in theſe cauſes even to the overflowing of paſſion, with a 
minde ſo cleare and free from prejudice! 

It is the moſt charitable excule that can probablie be 
affoarded to diverſe of this guiſe,that ſuch beames as thoſe 
are doelie in theireyes,which hinder their fight where the 
light is cleare. Nay moſt of our climers doe look fo ſtrange- 
ly upon theſe queſtions, as if their eyes ſtood cleaneawry, 
Platerus reporteth of a Germane ſoldjer, that being ſhotx 
in the face, he had his eye ſo turned, and his noſe ſo peir- 
ſed, that alwayes atter his cyc could ſee nothing but tho. 
rough the paſſages of his noſe, Iuſt ſuch a ſhot have theſe 
men received fro the world, all that they ſce is thorough 
rhcir noſe: and except they can ſmell ſomeprofit or pre- 
ferment by the way , their cyes will not ſerve them to dif- 
ccrne of any thing. I affirme not this of Do. Downame, 
(though he among other alchoule jcſts which he rudely 
breakes upon his adverſarie,doth tcll him of ſecing ro his 
noſe end ) yet he hathalfo plaincly bewrayed, that he loo. 
ked through a falſe glaſſe of his owne imagination, when 
viewing the ſcriptures, he ſpied ſuch a Church & Biſhop 
in them, as in his book hetcls us of, The Phyloſophers 
wright of certain colours, which they call ;ztentionall, be- 
cauſe they are not ſuch in deed as they ſceme to be : as 
when thorough a glaſſe that is red or greene, the bodies 
adjoyning doe appear ſo alſo. Such aglaſſc itwas without 
doubrtthat made this man to think that hc ſaw an imtentio- 
zall Churchand anintentionall Biſhop, that vvere dioceſan 
and provinciall, ſuch as the Popiſh and Engliſh are, inten- 
$ionally as hefaith, though not really and trucly. The Po- 
piſh Doors make too too much of intention in giving of 


erders & other lacraments : yet that is an intention anſwe- 
rable 


rable to the words pronounced. But now we are told of an 
intention that the ſtate of all Churches dependeth upon, 
which was not expreſſed by any words, but fo farre techs 
and hardly gathered, that it giveth ſuſpition of ſuch atrick 
2s once was taught Themilſtocles , by a man of Lacedemo- 
nia;that becauſe he might nottake the tables away where- 
in a law was engraven,he would thertoreturn them upſide. 
downe, which wasas goodas to takethem quite away * for 
when the inſtitution of a Church and Biſhop which is 
found in the (criptures may not be wholly removed, the 
nexr courſe is to give it a turne,, by carying the intention 

toa contrary point, To ſuch ſtrange ſhittes they muſt 

needs be driven,which will ſtretch the ſcriptures, as ſho. 

makers doe leather, with their teeth, thatthey may bring 
them toagree with humane inventions. 

The vnlikclinefle of this deviſed intention, will cafily 
appeareto any, but him which hath been ſo accuſtomed to 
cathedrall churches, that «every thing ſounds in his head 

to thetunec ofthe organs that he hath heard there . 


> Thepapilt,he telleth us(juſt as the organs goe at Rome) p,,. 4. 
that the extent ofa Byſhops juriſdiction is notany wayes jur. nar. & 
limited, but by the Popes appointment ; his power of it %'"- _ 


felfe indifferently reaching over all theworld. Our pre-* 
latiſts, they would perſwade us ( tothe tune of Cantcrbu- * 
) that neyther Church nor Byſhop hath his bounds 
etermined by the Pope, nor yct by Chriſt in the ſcrip. 
turcs , but leftto the pleaſure of Princes, for to be caſt in 
one mowld with the civill ſtate, Now theplaine Chriſtian 
finding nothing but humane uncertcinties in eyther of 
theſe deviſes, he contenteth himſelfe with plaincſong, & 


- knowing that Chriſt hath appointed Chriſtians to gather 


themſelves into ſuch ſocieties as may aſſemble togither for 
the worſhip of God,and that unto ſuch he hath grventheir 


peculiar Paſtors, he ( I ſay )in his ſimplicity, calleththeſe 
T 3 aſlemblics 


aſſemblies the churches of Ch 
Biſhops, as for other intentions, extentions, and-circume | 


ly 


ſcriptions, which come from men, he dares not receive 
them, for tearthey ſhould lead Im from that certainty he 
findeth in Chriſts inſtitution, and lcavehim floating am6g 
mens preſumptions. 

Betidcs , ir muſt needs ſeeme ſtrange to a ſerious well 
meaning Chriſtian, whenit ſhallbe told him, astheſe Ca- 
thedrall men will have it, that his paſtor whom he depen- 
dceth upon at home, hath not the charge of his ſowl com. 
mitted unto him from Chriſt, who appointed no Biſhops 
nor Presbyters but Dioccſan ; that the L. Biſhop vvhom 
he never " oy is properly his paſtor, the pariſh miniſter be- 
ing but the Biſhops curate or vicc- gerent, and therefore 
ſtanding no further bound then as the Biſhop appointethz 
ſothat by his permiſſion he may bea non-reſident, or reſi- 
ding there he may onely read divine ſervice (ſo the croſle 
& ſurplus be not negle&ed ) ax howloever he makes his 
agreement . Will not this ſecmeuncouth to {imple men;, 
who have alwaics been told ofa ſtraighter bond to tie their 
miniſters unto dutic? eſpecially when they ſhall hear on the 
other ſide, their ovyvn dutie ſo ſtridtly urged, of keepingto 
their miniſter though hebe but a reader, of paying altithes 
to him even by Gods appointment, though he never ap» 
pointed him ro whom they are payd ? certainly it Appari- 
tors and Sumners brought not more terrible argumentes 
trom the carnall courts, then D.Downamehath from holy 
{cripturcto prove & per[wade theſe paradoxes with, there 
muſt a new generati6 ariſe,that knew not the L. nor what 
he hath done for Iſtael, before they would be embraced. 


As for the ſcripture proofes which are gathered by him, , 


the foundationor principall corner-ſtone of them, which he 
deemed tolic in his text, that is utterly daſhed inthefors. 
mer part, . Which being done,the reſt thatdependeth on 

that 


riſt , and theſe paſtors his 
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that, were ready to fallof themſelves. Yet it hath pleaſed 
his adverſary, for their more thorough ſcattering, in this 
ſecond part to giveevery one his ſeverall knock. A labour 
not neceſſary, were it not that the inſolent confidence 
wherevvith they are avouched, hath I knovv not how ama- 
zed and ſcared ſome vveakand fearfull mindes, bur for the 
better bringing both of him & them to themſelves againe, 
that courſe is taken , rhen which rhere is no ſhorter or di- 
recer. For when the queſtion is, vvhat Church & Biſhop 
is Apoftolicall, the next vvay is, to ſearch the ſcriptures, & 
hear vvhat they ſay ofthemlelves, before vve regard what 
fathers or councels doe make them ſay . D. Dovvname 
therefore hath no reaſon to take it unkindely (which yet I 
knovy he vvill ) at his adverſaries hand , that he hath for 
evidence divided the houſc, cauſing holy ſcriptures to goe 
by themſelves in this ſecond part of his Reply , rcmitting 
the voices of men to the laſt place, that they alſo may ſpeak 
by themſelves, When divine & humane ſuffrages are ſhuf- 
fled togither in one, the ſimple hearer perceiving a found 
which ſeemes glorious to him, though they be men that 
ſpeak, yet he is preſently ready to cry as the people did to 
Herod, the voice of God and not of man. In confidence of 
this ſtratageme, the beggerly ceremonies which we borro- 
wed of Papiſts have been lately maintcyned as Apoſtolical. 
The methode therefore which this writer hath followed, is for 
the readers good. His anſwers are ſuch as wil ſpeak for themſelves. 
Onely this I may foreſpeak, in their behalf, thar if they ſeem (as in 
the former part I feare they will) in the logical] termes and formes 
of reaſoning, ts be over troubleſom for the como reader; the grea- 
teſt part of that blame muſt reſt ypon the defenſe, which they were 
bound ro follow. Far the defendant taking it roo much in ſcorne, 


. that his logick (wherein of all other thinges he would be rhonghr 


to excel)was ſomewhat impeached by his Refuters analyſis, he did 
ſo vehemently ſtrive to maintaine that part of his credite , that His 
Refurer was forced to give him that triall which ſuch logicians truſt 
to, The ſtudious reader will beare with this nec {lity, and ſeek our 


the truth, though irlic amoyg thornes, - 


THE FIRST BOOK. 


Chap. r. Concerning the Word, (* burch, handled by the Do2. in bis 
Def. (bb.2. cap. 1. ſeFt. 1,2. 3. 4. 3.) of the 2. point of hi fer< 
mon . viz. that, the « Apoſtolicall ("bunches were Dioc: ſes proe 
perly and not Pariſhes, 


N the DoA. firſt ſeion I find nothing but a vaine $eR, r.24 
fAooriſh,and therefore will overpaſſc it without an- teQt.1.8 2. 
{wer . In his ſecond ſeRion, he telleth us, that at D- 
firſt , be intended onely a light ſkirmiſh , and therefore 
finding that his adverſary brought « maine battell into 
the feild againſt him, he thought good ro bring in 4 
nw ſupple ; before he pur anew life into his former 

argumenrs,to make them rerzne upon his Refiiter « freſh. And for afe 

much as he was to intreate of Churches, Pariſhes, + Duceſe: he reſol- 

veth firſt ro begin Wirh the names, that, are droerſly taken, and firſt with 

the word Eccleſia, which he tellerh us , i # all places of the ney T eſt a- 

went ( excepimg Aft. 19. ) appropriated to the comyenies of the Ov 1 For 

Whereas all mankind i to be droxded into two compenits; the or.e s the world, 

which is the kmgdome of darknes , contryting many particular compemis, 

which are all che Synagogues of Sean : the other, the kingdome of God: this 

later us called Eccleſia, ſignifiing « company of men 41 redeemed , 6 alſo called 

ont of the world, as the gr. word imporieth . And ſo concludeth with his 

definition of a Church thus, Eccleſia therefore is a company of men,called 

out of the wor 4 unto ſalvation by (briſt; that, is to ſay, rerat 7 the 

{ hurch doth ſignify a company of Chrifftims . Toall which, I ( tor my 

part) moſt willingly ſubſcribe, and from thence doe inferre, that 

( in the DoRors vnderſtanding for the preſent)the 7. Churches of 

Aſia ( meant by the 7 . candleſticks ,in his rext ) were none other, 
"then {o many companizs of Chriſtians called out of the world, & 

divided from all the companies of Infidels or Idolaters, which were 

Satans Synagogues in any of the cities or townes of Aſia. And 

therefore he contradicteth the truth , wherevnto he now beareth TheD. ca. 
' witnes; when he indeavoureth to perſwade ( pag. 36. 42.& 54. ) *vitterh 
that everfof choſe 7 Churches, conteyned intheircircuire, the _ ow | 
* wholcitic &coinry adjorning achough the Chriſti4s at that time, ; 
' were þutavery tew in cop Rn 6 Yn” 
*f a or 
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my 1 Reply ont Lb. rs 
or flock, which in thoſe (and other) cities,was comitted to the care 
of the presbyters there ordeyned , was, not onely the number of 
Chriltians already converted, but the whole number alſo , of ſuch 

as w<re in time t9 be couycrted, Whereof we may ſee,ſerm. pag.66, 

69.and 88. 

| As for the DoRors table following in the next page, wherein he 
TheD. ta- Preſencerh to his Readerin one vicwe , the diverkc lignifications of 
ble of «c- the word Eccleſia, reduced by him unto certaine heades , his rea- 
cl-fia is er- der hath reaſon to think, that he is deceived is ſome particulars;& 
roniousin namely , 1. in carrying AR. 2. 47. and Coloſ,i. 24. unto the ca- 
ſome par- tholike company of Gods elef,which is the inviſible Church. For 1, all 
eiculats. that were there and then (A&.2.) called by the Miniſtery of the A- 
poliles,wcre called to a viſible comunion; and when the!r number 

was much increaſed , ſo many of them as dwelt at Teruſalem re- 

mayned members of that Church, as himſclfe by and by acknow- 

ledgeth , in referring unto it, AR. 5.11, 2. And why ſhould we 

not take that Church whereof Paul was made a Miniſter (Col. 1.24 

25.) for the ſame, unto which the reſt ofthe Apoſtles were ordeys- 

ned, (1. Cor-12-28.) that1s,the catholike militant church,as him- 

ſelfe underſtandeth the later place? 3. And to let paſſe his refer- 

ring AR. 8. 3. to the whole militant Church —_ , whereas it ap- 

peareth to be meant of that Church of Ieruſalem, which was not 

yet ſcattered abroad, as verſ, 1. 3, &. 4. compared doc ſhewe, it is 

4- more to be wondered at, that he ſhouldalſo carrie to the catho- 

hike militant church,thart of 1. Tim.3. 15. ſcing he holdeth Timo. 

thie to be the Biſhop of Epheſus , affixed to it, to live and di: there, 

2. contra- .And 5.(not to tell him how thoſe two agreenor wel togither)how 
dictions 1n will he accord his underſtanding Mar. 16.18, of the militant pare 
theDoQt. gf the Church, with his owne interpretation (p. 106.0f this book) 
where he taketh it, for that vniverſall congregation of Gods ele&, 
which is ſpoken of Ephef, 1. 22. and 5.25. 6. As for thoſe places 
which he faith doe —_— ſognify a (hurch congregated mto @ Synode or 
(ongregation; though by the line which is drawne in his tabl-, they 
ſceme to belong tothe Church of a nation: yet I gueſſe,they ſhould 
have bene referred rather ro the Church of a citie or country ad- 
joyning. And if ſozthen(although he leave it doubtfull whether jr 
werea fer or vncerteyne congregation; yet) he plainely atknowled. 
geth that by theſe places (AR, 14. 27. 1. Cor. 11. 18, & 14,23-)is 
meant ghe Church of a citic and country adjoyning, gathered inzo 
| | one 
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one congregation ; and then he forgetteth himſclfe in conſtruing 

thoſe words otherwiſe pQ. 104. & 105. following . Yeathough acontra- 
he ſhould now carrie thoſe places 4s the line draweth them , to the diftion in 
Churches of an whole nation ; yet can he not eſcape the blame of ** 

an apparant conrradicion, in his underſtanding of AR. 14. 27; 

(both places of his book compared  )beſides a groſle overſight, in 

making the Church ſpoken of A&. 11. 26. & 1. Cor. 11. 18. &c. 

to be farre more large then the church mentioned. r. Cor. 1. 2.& 

AR. 13. 1. And 7. touching the places which he taketh to ſignitie 
indefinitely any company of Chriſtians &c.it is ſtrange he ſhould nor ſee, 

as definite a limitation of the place,and nation or province in A&. 

9. 31. &15. 41. & 1.Thel. 2.14. as there is inthe places foreallea- 

ged for rhe Churches of a nation; Rom, 16.4. 2.Cor. 8.1. Gal, 

1.2. 22. And no leſſe firange, that he which could diſcerne a church 
definitely deciphered , AR. 14. 27. 1. Cor. 14. 19. 34. 2.Cor.s. 


a't 23.1, Tim. 5. 16.8 3.T0h. 6, ſhould not diſcerne aſmuch in A&. 
| 15.3.4. &. 18. 22.1. Car. 4. 17. 2.Cor. 8, 19, 1. Tim. 3. 5. & 


3-loh. 9.10. And 8. laſtly , ſince he referreth the word Churches 
Apoc. 2. 7. to the ſame ſignihcation, that he giveth unto it. ca, 
1,4,1t,20. viz. definitely to the church of a citie and countrie ad- 
joyning; how is it that ſo ſoon after, he underſtandeth the ſame & 


the like ( Apoc. 2. 7. 17-23,29.) &c. indefinitely of any company 7 Ota» 


diction in 


b. | of Chriſtians,not defining the place or ſocictie, whether of nation, ,,. Doct. 
# orcitie &c? And yet(as if he had a diſpenſation to define whar the 


Holy Ghoſt hath not defines ) herezfter he will tell us (pag. 57.) 
that by Churches in the conclutton of each epiſtle ( Apoc. 2, 7. 17 
&c, we may very we!l underſtand the particular Churches , WA. 
were andcr the charge of every angel!,to whom the epiſtles are di- 
rected, 

Thus much to his fignifications of the word {burch, fro which SR. 2. to 
(being ſo manifold as he ſaith) he proceedeth ro ſhew whar is true- * ( oo, 
ly & properly a Church uponearth- And firſt he ſaith, that by war- 4 —— 
rant of the word, every company of men profiſſing the farth of Chriſt , is both © * 
truely a church & alſo a true church. Bur it is more then he can prove, 
as (hall appeare in the examination of ſome particulars following. 

He addeth, that 4s the Whole company of the ſat'' full upon earths the true 
Church and ſpouſe of Chriit : ſo alſo the company of ("brsiti ms profe ſſing the 
wrue fth of Chriſt, in any nation or part cf the World , is to be termed by the 
name of « (, bursb, The tormer I may grant him; but touching the 1a- 

A 2 ter, 


FT. ” , (ep wvntse b, Is 


ter, I muſt aſk,what he meaneth by this phraſe is co be termed? doth 
it imply a nece(ſity, or onely a liberty and Zonveniency? If the firſt, 
what reaſon hath he ro debarre us from rerteyning the phraſe of 
ſpeach ,. which himſclfe confeſſech ( in the former page )to be uſu- 
all in the new Teſtament, namely to call the Chrifiians of an whole 
pation Churches in the plurall number? If the later; whence hath he 
his warrant? fince he hath not(in all his table )any one place which 
giveth the name of a Church in the ſingular number,to the faithfull 
of an whole nation; (ave onely that of AR. 7. 38. which is ſpoken 
of the Iewiſh people, whiles they were one congregation ( nor yer 
divided into ſeverall Synagogues,or Church-afſemblies) vnder the 
guidance of Moſes and Aaron in the wildernes , Bur he argueth a 
periin this manner. The whole people of the [ewes profiſſing the rue religis 
were one { '"urch; though conteyning very many particular togregations or Sy. 
TheD.rea- nagogues: ( which were alſo (6 many Churches ) Even ſo, the whole people ef 
a bon E ngland, profeſſing ( through Gods mere ) the true ( «tholthe and eApoſto. 
ly ak the {the farth, 1s ro becalled the Church of Ezglanq. The conſequence hereof 
Church of might be denied; for why ſhould the forme and conſtitution of the 
the b:wes Iewiſh Church vndcr the law , be a more fit patterne for us to fol. 
to the Jow, then thatform of Church-conſtitution which was eſtabliſhed 
Churches ynder the Goſpell, for the Chriſtians of all nations, both lewes & 
nw 8” Grecians? Is there not more ſtrength in this coſequence?T he Chri. 
: ftixns of an whole nation are every there m the nevo T eſt emert called Chuy. 
cher, no Where by the name of a ( burch in the ſmguler number: (as Chur. 
ches of Afia, Macedonia, Galatia, fudea, Galile and Sameria,"1. Cor, 16, 
4 19. 2, Cor. 8.1. Gal. I. 2. 22. i. T bef. 2. 14. Att. 9. 21. ) Ergo the 
Chriſtians, Which at this day, profeſ the faith of (briſt in England, are 14. 
ther to be termed the Churches, then the (hurch of England; eſpecially (e- 
ing the number of Churches or congregations, is farre greater ( in 
all likelihood ) then the number ot tamilies was in any one nation 
in the Apoſtles times . Notwithſtanding, if the DoRor can (as he 
afſaieth) paralcl| the people of England , with the Iewiſh nation in 
chat which properly made the as ſome think one church; he might 
take more libertie ro include them al vnder the name of the church 
of England. Toeffc&this, vnto that which ſome alleadge (viz.that 
the Church of the Iewes was one, becauſe it was vnder one high- 
Preiſt, who was a figure and therefore ceaſed ) the Door frameth 
a double anſwer, 1, /t is evident (ſaith be) that it was one Church becauſe 
& 184 one prople or comon wealth, ruled by the ſame lawes, profeſſing the ſame 


religion; 
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religion; both before there Was one big h-Preift, and «fter there Were through 
Corruption more then one.2. Neyther wes the bigh-Preift « type of (brit m 
reſpett of his prehemminence , and government over the Presſt s & people; but mm 
veſpelt of ns ſacrifice & interceſſion for the Whole people 4c, To the firlt 
reply as followeth, 1. It is evident, that the Chriſtian Tewes in 
Tudea were one people or coms wealth, ruled by the ſame lawes & 
profeſting the ſame religion: yer were they not one but many chur- 
ches , as appeareth Gal. 7. 22. and 1.Thel. 2.14. AR. 9. 31.Where- 
fore the Door taketh that for anevident truth, which is evident» 
ly falſe, in affirming that the Iewiſh Church was one becauſe they 
were one comon wealth &c. 2, Neyther doe they affirme who 
hold the Church of the lewes one,that their vnitie depended one- 
ly upon the perſon of one high preiſt; but upon Gods ordinance 
which combined them all ( ſay they ) in one body of a church; in 
binding them to afſemble at times appointed, nnro one taber- 
nacle or temple, there to performe the parts of his worſhip in one 
yniformeorder , under the overſight of one high preiſt, aſkſtcd by 
inferiour Preiſts and Levites, Bur 3, how will the Doctor prove, 
that they were (as he ſaith ) one comon. wealth, ruled by the fame 
lawes, before they had one high-preiſt? Is not the law of their high 
preiſthood, as ancient as any of the lawes given by Moſes, to (ct- 
tle them in one forme of a comon-wealth ? ( Exod . 28. Levit. 8, 
cum(cq.) And 4. when through corruption there were two high- 
preiſts (Luc. 3. 2. ) which exccured the office by their courles, 
one after another (as other preitts did in their order) was not the 
whole adminiſtration & exerciſe of the office in the hands of that 
one, which was the high-preilt for his yeare ? (Tohn 11. 49. with 
AR. 4. 6.) What great difference then of one high preiſt}, between 
the time of this corruption, and that which went before ir? 


LID. I. 


TheD, t4- 


keth tor 
truth that 
which 1s 


falſe. 


To the the ſecond , I anſwer, thatir is an idle & feeble flouriſh, SeQ.z, 


leaving the maine point of the objeRion untouched, and weakly 
performing what he underraketh. 1.It is obſcrved before, that they 
whoin this point concurte with the Door, viz. that the lewiſh 


Church was bur one, doe hold their vracie to ariſe , from Gods or- The D.ma- 
dinance, who conjoyned the whole nation in one ſocietie, not one- keth an i- 
ly under one high-preiſt;bur alſo in regard of one tabernacle art the le and 
firlt, & after that , of one Temple, vnto which they were all bound #<<®!< 


to reſort 3, times 1n the yeare, there to worſhip God in ſuch ſorr, 
as hc had preſcribed. Which ordinances, viz. of one high preiſt & 
A3 of 


ourith, 


Fx 
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of one tabernacle or temple for the whole nation) are now ceaſed 
becauſe they were figures and types, which had their end in Chriſt, 
That their one highepreiſt was a figure of our one high-preiſt Ice 
ſus Chriſt , is a truth (0 evident by the ſcriptures (eſpecially Heb. 3 
1,and 4.14.&5.1.5.&8,1,2, & 9.7. & 10. 1.9. 20.) that the 
DoGor cannot but ſubſcribe to it. And it is noe evident , that 
the ſame Chriſt, was alſo ſhadowed out by their tabernacle & tem- 
ple. Heb. 8.2. andg. 8,9, 11, 12,24. Ioh. 2, 19, 21, In another 
reſpc& , one tabernacle compaGt rogither of many parts, and one 
temple compoſed of many ſtones, was a figure of that one catho-» 
like church, which, as one temple or howſe, comprehendeth all the 
el:&, as living ſtones and parts of the building. 2, Cor. 6 16. E+ 
pheſ. 2, 21.22, Heb. 3.6. x.Pet. 2, 5. And their aſſembling togi- 
ther inthat one temple under theMiniſtery of that one highpreiſt, 
was a lively type of the gathering togither of all the eleR, unto the 
hcavenly Icruſalem , to the generall aſſembly & Church of the firſt 
borne writtenin heaven, and unto Ieſus the Mediatour of che new 
covenant ( Heb. 12,23,24.25)as ſheep which come into one folde 
under the overſight of one cheefe Shepheard, lohn 10. 16. Heb. 13. 
20.1.7ct.2,25. There is an apparant truth therefore in that which 
the DoRor propoſeth as a frivolous allegation, viz. that theſe legal 
ordinances were figures and therefore are ceaſed; eſpecially ſcing, 
it is held that there is neyth-r any one nationall Biſhop anſwering 
in degree of ofhice and preheminence unto their one high preiſt; 
nor any one nationall temple unto which the generall body of the 
people doe reſort for the practiſe of Gods evangelicall worſhip. 
And though the Doct, may perhaps, give allowance unto the for- 
mer; yet I ſuppoſe he will not cafily acknowledge the later, to be 
fic for the times of the goſpel]. 

2. All that the DoGor (aith, is no more but this; he denicth the 
high Prciſt tro be a type of Chrilt in reſpe& of his prcheminence 8& 
government over the Preiſts and people. What meaneth the Do? 
neyther in reſpe& of preheminence? nor yer of government? be- 
like then, he was a type of Chriſt; quatenus a Preiſt; but nor as a 
high Preiſt? yer asthe {cripture ( Heb. 9.7.8.11. 12. 24. )ſothe 
D.acknowledgeth that the high Preiſt figured Chriſt;by his entrace 
alone into the ſanRuarie, which none other Preiſt might doc: how 
then can he deny that he prefigured Chriſt in the re ſpe of his pre« 
heminence which was peculiar to his office ? and why not allo in 
reſpeR 


D. Dos 


Mirt efence,cre. | » 


x<ſpe& of his government; over Preiſts and e in things per- 
teyning to God? what meaneth elſe that name of great high-Preri3; 
and great Presft ſer over the houſe of God?Heb. 4. 14. and 10, 20. 
Burt 3. let us heare the D, reaſons, why he thinketh that the highs 
Preilt was no type of Chriſt in reſpe& of preheminence or govern- 
ment. Forſooth then bad he aſwell as Melchiſedeck,been a t) pe of (brifts 
government and Kirgly office, aowell as of the Preiſthood: and conſequently 
Chrift might have been a Pre#t of the order of Aaron a«vell as of Melchi- 
ſedech, And alittle afcer; Chriſts | ar apperteineth to his king + 
dome and not to his preiſt hood, . As it all preheminence and govern- 
ment were peculiar to princes, & inſcparably annexed to the king- 
ly office? Surely if Chriſt have no preheminence nor government 
in his Church, as he is our Prophet and Preiſt; but onely as he is 
King; then is he in theſe Offices conſidered a parte, inferior to all 
other Prophets and Preiſts that had their partin eccleſiaſtical go- 
verment. But how can he Le a great Preiſt over the Houſe of God(Heb. 
10- 21) and fit not onely as a Kig, but alſo as a Preri# upon his 
throne; (Zach. 6, 13 ) and yet have no manner of government by 
his preiſtly fun&ion? Wherefore the government now inveſted in 
Chriſt, might be ( yea undoubtedly was ) figured a part aſwell by 
the eccleſiaſticall government of the high-preiſts ſucceeding Aat0;z 
as by the civil government of David and the Kings that ſate on his 
throne. I conclude then that the Leviticall high-preiſt was a type 
of Chriſt, in reſpec of his eccleſiaſticall preheminence and govern- 
ment: although his principalitie and regal] government , joyning 
in one with the preiſtly funRion, was rightly figured (not in Aaro 
but ) in Melchiſedek. And,although the conjoyning of both theſe ,., D 
preheminences togither in Chriſt, was alſo przfigured, in Ichoſhua ,.c..; P As 
an high preiſt of Aarons line, (Zach. 6, 1t, 13. ) yet it were groſle weak con- 
ignorgnce in the groundes of divinitie from hence to inferre, that ſequence 
therefore Chriſt might have bene a Preiſt after the order of Icho-. 2nd a falſe 
ſhua (or Aaron)aſwell as of Melchifcdeck. It is apparant then, that #®tecedenr 
the Door hath propoſed both a weak conſequence, and a falſe is 
antecedent; to juſtify the untruth of his frivoloug exception. | 
Thus have we ſeen what ſucceſle the DoRor hath had, in his in. Sc. 4. 
deayour to prove, that the name of a Charch in the ſingular num- 
ber, is to be given vnto the people of an whole nation profeſſing 
the faith, though divided into many thowſand particular Church- 


es; He proceedeth to tell us,that /Rywiſe tbe Chriſtian people of any = 


tie or country adjoyning , Whether that. which we eall 4 province or duceſe, 
though conſiſting of many partecular congregatisrgs rightly termed a (hurch; 
4 the (burch of leruſalem, «Antioch, Epneſws, Smyrna, Sardis, Philadel« 
| phiz cc. I conteſic , thar this latrer,hath a like right and title, ro the 
| name of a Church, with the former : to wit, by the cuſtome of 
'' ſpeach & humane ordinance; ſubjecting the particular Churches 
| of an whole countrie or nation, to 6ne Dioceſan or Provinciall 
Biſhop, or to one nationall Synode: Bur I deny, that the fcripture 
) | doth give any more allowance vnro the one,then to the other: & I 
'1 doubt not bur his proofes for the later , will be found as weak as 

the former, To drawe his wordes before ſer downe,into an orderly 
forme of reaſoning; they muſt run in this faſhion or the like. Such 
a company of Chriſtians as anſwereth im Church-conſtitution to the Church of 
| Feruſalem, Antioch, Epheſus cc mencioned m the Scriptures, us rightly ter- 


4; med a Church: But the Chriſtian people of ay (ie & (ountry adjoyning, 
| | though conſiſting of many particular congregations , whether in a provmce or 
4 | droceſe anſwereth mn ('hurth<conſtiturion to the Church of feru(alem, eAn- 


— 
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tioch, Epheſus cc. mencumed in the ſcruptrirve . T berefore , the (briſtian 
people fn any Cre and country adjoyning, though conſiſtmg of many partic u« 
TheDo@, 1® ©22g74g4 rons thether in a province or dioceſe;is rightly termed « (bunch. 
beggeth * Here the aſſumption is a meere begging of the queſtion, for he is 
ea: quelti6 not ignorant, ( as appeareth in the beginning of his 4, ſe&. ) that 
chey,againſt whom he contendeth,doe hold;that the vifible Chur- 
ches inſtituted in the new teſtam*,were none other then pariſh aſſc. 
blies,coceyning one cogregatio: &yer he aſſumerh for grired(as if 
they were bound, to rake his word for ſufficient warrant ) that the 
Chriſtians of an whole dioceſe or province, diſtributed into many 
ſevcrall congregations, or parith aſſembles, doe carric the ſame 
"7 Church-conſtiturion, with the firſt Apoſtolike Churches; as of 
4þ Jeruſalem, Antioch, Epheſus &c.The contrary whereof may be ga- 
| | thered from his owne poſitions in his ſerms & the defenſe thereof. 
For he attirmech and mainreyneth ( ſerm.pag. 18. and 22, & def. 
} Jib. 2. pag. 69. and 121, ) that pariſhes were not diſtinguiſh:d in 
1 the Apoſt!-s times. Andas here( in the next (e&ion, pag 6 ) he ac. 
1 knowledgeth that at the firſt converſion of Citics, the whole num. 
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ber of people converted, were able ro make but a ſmall congrega» 


| tion? (o he granteth atterwards ( cap. 6. pag. 104.) that the moſt 
of the Churches, during the time of $. Paul,did nor,cach of thera, 
ih * excecd the proportion of a populous congregation, Yet in Pauls 
time 
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time they were perfe&ly conſtituted ; ſeing ( in his opinion ) they 
had many of them, their Biſhop & their Presbyrerie and Deacons; 
which ( as now he ſaith pag 7. ) doe make an accompliſhed or ful- 
ly conſticured Church, Wherefore ſtill there remayneth this diffe- 
rence, betweene our dioceſan and provinciall Churches, and thoſe 
Apoſtolike Churches menciened in the ſcriptures ( as the Church 
at (cruſalem, Antioch, Epheſus and the like)that congregations or 
pariſh aſſemblies, were not multiplied in them, as now they are in 
ours; ſo that the name of a Chureb,given inthe _—_ to the one, 
doth not prove that it may be alſo rightly allotted to the other. 
Burt proceede we on,the Doctor at length diſcendeth lower, and 


conteyning but one congregation ( which we call apariſh ) is truly called « 
Chwch, as perhaps that of (enchree, And further, that the company 
faubfull m one fannie, doth deſerve the name of « Church, as hath bin ſhewe 
(to wit in his table pag. 4. where he citeth for that __ Rom. 
16. 5. 1. Cor. 16. 19. Colo. 4. 15. Philem. 2.) Adding, that to 
make any particular (burch of a Whole netion,cuie and country, towne, pe 
riſh or famlie ( famniie I (ay , being alone, and not « part of a congregation: 
but an entire chioch or pariſh by u ſelf# ) to be a true viſible ("burch , there is 
required ( beſides the profeſſion of the true farth , wherein the lift and being of 
# (brit ian conſiſteth) the e Mim(terve of the word and ſacraments , and e 
taxie or ſome good order of government: not that, all governours are to be ple- 
ced in overy ſocietie or chureh: but that, the effeft and benefit of the governs 
ment is t0 redound 10 every particular. What ſhall the reader ſay to all 
this ? Doth not the conſiderate beholder hereof, evidently fee an 
ho*ch potch, of ſome ſelt-conceited fancies, mingled with ſome 
truthes ſoundly grounded > Of the later fort, are theſe, viz. that 


Seft.r.28 
Caith ; T hat #1 like manner, the Chriſtian people of any one torene or village, —_ 6, 
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the name of a Church is given inthe ſcripture both ro the Chriſtian Joe 


people of one towne or village, conteyning but one congregation; 
and to the company of fairthfull in one family. 2. that that which 
we call a pariſh, is ſuch a company of Chriſtian people as make but 
one congregation . 3. and that the Church at Cenchrea was ſich 
a pariſh. For though he ſpeake here doubtfully ( with a perhaps) yer 
afterwards he ſaith certeinly it was a pariſh . (pag. 104. folfowing) 
4. And there is required (befides the profeſſion of the true faith) 
the Miniſtery of the word and ſacraments and ſome good order of 
government, to make the Chriſtians of any citie rowne or family 
a true viſible Church , Of the former my arc theſe ppaliortn. 

| ; I, e.2at 


potch 
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x. that the people of an whole nation and citie, with country ad- 
joyning , may make one viſible Church; aſwell as the company of 
one towne or familie. 2. and that all Church- government are not 
to be placed in every viſible Church. His meaning is(as afterwards 
he ſheweth ) that a Biſhop and his presbyrerje may not be had in ec» 
very pariſh : it ſufficeth if they be ſeated in thecitic, and that par- 
ticular pariſhes in citie and country, doe partake the effc& and be- 
ncfit of their government. Which he ſpeaketh (not becauſe he fin- 
deth in the ſcripture,any ſuch difference between Churches ſeated 
in cities, and thoſe that were in ſmaller villages; bur ) becauſe he 
would perſyade the fimple,(that will cake his words for payment) 
that there,ought to be the like difference for Church- governmert, 
which is for civil policie betweene cities and other villages . Note 
withſtanding I deny not, but it-were as-abſurd to defire a Biſhop 
and Presbytery in every parith (that is to ſay,ſuch a Lord Biſhop as 
ours are, and ſuch a Presbytery as are the Deane and Prebends of 
our cathedrall Churches ) as to require for every village, a Major 
and Aldermen, of thar ſtate , that they beare at this day in the citic 
of London. For wee may well ſay with Muſculus in Mat. 9, 35, 
Deug bone, quis ferret [unspinc tot equitum + reliquorum de comuatn epiſco- 
porum, ſi no(tri epiſcopi, quiles eo; habemus, epiſeopatua ſuos cireuire coperen= 
tur cc. Who goeth on and ſheweth how bale and unfitting a thing 
it is, for the great pomp and ſtate of Biſhops at this day to viſite 
poore villages ;and how unable ſuch places are to beare the char 
of their expences in their viſirations. No merveile therefore if it be 
too great a butthen for every pariſh to mainteyn an whole colledg 
of cathedrall Clercks, togither with the rerinew of the Lo. Biſhop. 


- '3- Bat herein the DoR. deceiveth his reader, in conveying into his 
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ceiveth 


hart, this falſe conceigthat the ſtate of the ancient Biſhops, & their 


his reader presbyterie , was no leſſe unfitting ( in regard of their pomp and 
by a falſe charge )for a countrie towne; then their condition is, that pretend 
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to be their ſucceſſors at this day. 
Thus have we heard to what particulars he ſtretcheth the name 


fet.4.pag. Of a ('burch as it is ufed in the ſcriptures; attend we now to his c6- 
clufion , Al thi (faith he) I bave the rather noted, becauſe ſome having 
firit irongly coceited,that, there ts no true viſible ( hurch but aperiſh,bave 
haled the places of ſcripture , Where ECCLES1 A us mentioned to the confirma- 
tion of their conceit ec, Whereas in very truth , ſcarce any one teſtimony of 


ſach a congregation of ('hriſtians , 4s Wye calla pariſh , can be alleadged _ 
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the ſcriptures. Thope the indifterent will diſcerne by the an- - 
{were alreadie made, that the DoRor deſerveth to be centured in ſheD. de. 
his owne termes; viz. that having firſt ſtrongly conceited all the ſerveth to 
differing formes of viſible Churches which are now in uſe ((cz. na- Þ< cenſu- 
tionall, provinciall, dioceſan , and pariſhionall) ro be lawfull; hath un nao 
haled the places of ſcripture , where eccleſca is mentioned to the _- 
confirmation of his conceit: whereas in very truth he cannot al- 
leadge any one teſtimony out of the ſcripture, which giveth the 
name of a Church in the ſingular number; to ſuch a multitude of 
Chriſtians, diſtributed intro many particular aſſemblies, as we e- 
ſteeme a nationall or provinciall or dioceſan Church . And as for 

ith aſſemblies which conteyne one congregation, though he ci 
{carcely affoard us any one teſtimony, yet it is already ſhewed,thar 
beſides the Church of Cenchrez, ( which he acknowledgeth to be 


<= p__ ) he graunteth that the moſt of the Churches in the greats- . 
el 


cities during Pauls time,did notexceed a lous congregas + +» 
tion. And in his own table page 4. for a Church congregated in- 
to one congregation he giveth us all theſe ſcriptures, AR, 11, 26, TheD.c6. 
& 14, 27. 1+ Cor- 11. 18. 22.& 14.5. 12.19. 23.28. 34.35. 3. adifterth 
Ioh. 6. which are ſo many teſttmonies ro juſtify the congregati- humſclt, 
ons which we call pariſhes. But we need not to goe further then to 
his words imediately following ; for in graunting that at the firſ 
converfion of cities , the whole number of the people converted 
(being ſometimes not much greater then the number of presby- 
ters placed amongſt them ) were able to make but a ſmall congre- 
ation: he doth acknowledge every of the ancient Churches, to 
_ been at the firlt ſuch, as wee call pariſhes. That which he ad- 
deth; viz.that. thoſe (hurches were in conſiuuting and not filly conſtnured, 
tell their number being mereaſed, they had their Biſhop,or Paſtor, their Preſ. TheD. r 
tery and Deacons; is but a renewing of his old ſuite, or begging of nuerh his 
the queſtion, if he underſtand by the Paſtor or Biſhop, ſuch a dio- old ſuire or 
ceſan Prelate as he pleadeth for. And yer, if by conſtitution he begging, 
meane, thatforme of a Church , whichmaketh ir properly a Dio- 
ceſe, and not a Pariſh; he overturneth the foundation, whereon 
he firſt builded his dioceſan Churches in his ſerm. pag. 18, where 
he affirmeth, the apoſtolike Churches to be Dioceſes properly, be- 
cauſe the Presbyters firſt ordeyned ( when as yet they had no Bi- 
ſhop) were truſted not onely with the feeding of thoſe few already 
converted; bur alſo with the carcof —_ the converfion = 
- C 
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my * I, 
the reſt, both in citie and country; & therefore he applyeth to their 
Miniſterie, that compariſon of a little Jeaven, which by degrees ſea. 
ſoneth the whole lumpe, now uſed ( in the wordes following ) to 
ſbewe what was the office of the Biſhop and Presbytery. Which 
point how true or falſc itis, and how fit or unfit for his purpoſe, 
thall have firter occaſion to ſhew in the anſuere to his 4. chapter, 
and to the 6, (ecion of his third z where alſo I ſhall mcert with thet 
which followeth , touching the intent of the Apoſiles in planting 
Churches in cities; ro wit, that when pariſhes were multiplied ( as 
was fit and neceſſarie upon the increale of Chriſtians ) in the citics 
and countries adjoyning, they ſhould all remaine under the governmit 
of one Biſhop or ſuperintendent ſeated m each catie , Meane while the reg« 
der may ſee , that the Doctor hath little cauſe to boaſt of his con. 

ueſt , before he hath put on his harneſſe, for the conflit. Where. 


x yain blaſt fore he but bloweth the trumpet of inſolent vanitie, when he ſaith, - 
etthcD. that. «ll the diſciplinarians io the World ſhall never be able to ſbew, that, there 


Were, or ought to have bene aſter the droifion of pariſhes , any more then one 
Biſhop and one Preſytery for an Whole Dioceſe. He ſhould remember 
that he being the opponent in this controverhe , the burthen of 
proving lieth on his ſhoulders ; and therefore it had bene his part 
to have demonſtrated from the ſcripture, that which he affirweth 
rouching the intent of theApoſlles in the firſt conſtituting of chur- 
ches: for one teſtimony from holy writ, to ſhewe , that they inten» 
ded and ordeyned;that the citie Church ſhould ſpred her wir gs 0- 
ver the whole dioceſe, and cover vnder the ſhadow thereof all the 
people, after their converſion and diſtribution into many pariſhes 
( one teſtimony, I ſay, or argument drawne from the Apoſtolicall 
writings to juſtify this aſfertton)will cafily draw us toacknowledg, 
that dioceſan Churches were inſtituted by the Apoſtles, But til 
this be done,though he write ten volumes more,and each of them 
ten times greater then this: yet he ſhall never be able ro convince 
the coſcience of his indifferent reader in the point which he vnder- 
taketh to prove; to wit,ther the eApoitolicall Churches were propers 
ly(and if not actually yer at leaſt intentionally dioceſes &not parie 


ſhes. 
$42.7. ad But though he cannot fortify his owne aſſcrtion, yer will he af» 
ſe. 5. pag ſay ro throw downe their hold that oppugne it, with this jolly En. 
thymem: T he word Eecleſiaſigrifieth ( according to the uſusll phraſe of the 
Holy Ghoſt:) ary company of Chriitians, ybether great or ſmall, Ergo the 
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wſe of the Word in the ſcripture doth not favour thrir conceit , Which imegine 
there 13 no ere (burch, but a pariſh. Wherein he doth peythcr right- 
ly ſer downer their affertionz nor aſſume a cleare truth ro refute ir. 
The firſt appeareth by H. I. his cable ( pag 6. of his book wherero 


the Do&or pointeth ) in thar, beſides a particular congregation of wayes, 


Chriſtians meeting for religious exerciſes ( which the Do. calleth 
a pariſh ) he acknowledgeth the name of a Churchto be given in 
the (criptures, vnto ſome other ſocieties, viz. the Catholike militae 
Church on earth; the invifible fociety of Gods ele, abſolutely Ca- 
tholikez the people of a particular cogregation conſidered without 
and beſides their Miniſters; andthe company of a Chriſtian fami+ 
lie, The truth is, he holderh the onely true viſible Church, indow- 
ed by Chriſt wich the ſpiriruall power of order and goye@nment in 
it ſelte, to be none other then a particular congregation, Neyther 
3s the truth hereof infringed, by that which the DoRor aſſumerh: 
ſeing the name of a Church given at large,to any company of Chri. 
Niians in regard of their profeſſion of the truc faith, cannot prove 
the power of Ecclefiaſticall government to belong vnto every ſuch 
company of (hri#tizans, orto any other ſociety, then one particu- 


lar congregation. 2, But he aſſumeth for a grounded truth , that TheÞ. 
which he ſhall never be able to juſtify : when he ſaith that che trord reaſonerhy 
eccleſia ſygnifyeth( according to the uſuall phraſe of the Holy Ghoft) any com. ©x non c6- 
pony of Chriſtians , ereet or ſmall. For he cannot ſhewe any one place cellis, 


of {cripture, where the word {hburch in the ſingular number is give 

to ſuch a multitude of Chriſtians in an whole Nation Province or 

Dioceſe , as was diſtributed into many particular congregations, 

Yea his own table (page 4-) ſheweth that when the ſcripture ſpeak- 

eth of the Chriſtians in an whole nation, it calleth them {burches 
plurally (and not by the name of a Church ſingularly )as Churches 
of Galatia, Aſia, Macedonia. r. Cor. 16, 1. 19, 2.Cor-$. t. Gal. 
1.2, And the like phrafe of Cbwrches is uſed for the Chriſtians of 

one province. AR. 9.31. the (burches bad reſt throughant ell Iudes, 
Galile and Samaria. Wherefore to let the Door ſee how little the 
uſe of the word favoureth his conceit of Dioceſan Churches &c. I 
will this once tender him this argument, The Wrord cocleſia in the 
fingular number , doth no where note ſuch a number of ( briitizn3 as is drvw- 
ded into many partzcul oy congregations in any dioceſe nation or province. Era 
£9, the wſe of the word in the ſcripture favoureth not their concext which ima- 
gine, thas the Chriitsu of an whole N,ation, Province or Diocre, thaugh 
B 3 drſtrouuce 
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diſtributed into many congregations may notwithſtanding ( by the warrant of 
the Word) be nxheh tome - Church , Yea it ſerveth , rather to con» 
fute then to cofirm,the point now in queſtio, viz- that the 7.Chure 


ches(mecioned in this text)were properly Dioceſes &nor Pariſhes. ' 


As for his large diſcourſe touching the diverſe ſignifications of 
theſe words, Eecleſia, Paracia, Dieceſir, comonly tranſlated, { burch, 
Pariſh, Duceſe ( how they are taken in the ancient writers) I ſee not 
what advantage he can make by it to conclude the queſtion . The 
{umme of all that he ſaith, is this; In ancient writers, Eccleſia, pa» 
racia & Diceceſis, having referEce to a Bithop, & his whole charge, 
doe ſignify a Dioceſe and not a pariſh. Which how true it is I catt- 
not now enquire, vnleſs I ſhould digreſſe into a new controverſy. 
For the preſent it ſhall ſuffice to obſerve, that though it were gran- 
xd to be true, yer it will not juſtify his aſſertion; that the 7. Chur- 
ches of Aſia mencioned in his text, were properly dioceſes, & not 
pariſhes ; for in the conſequence of his reaſoning ( if he ſhall ſo ar- 
gue ) he beggeth the queſtion in two Rr——_ - Which he ſhould 
( bur cannot ) make evident, by good demonſtration: viz. that in 
his text, the word Eceleſia, hath reference to one Biſhop and his 
charge; and that ir carrieth the ſame ſignification ( for the ing - 
larity or plurality of particular congregations comprized within 
it ) which it doth in thoſe ancient writers whom he citeth. Lea- 
ving therefore this whole diſcourſe , and overpaſling alſo his 2. 
Chapter as apperteyning to another queſtion,(viz . how ancient 
that diſtribution of Dioceſes and Pariſhes is , which in later ages 
preveiled ) and paſſing by his whole 3. Chapter concerning the 7. 
Churches being handled in the former part, li1b.z. I will now pros 
ceed to his 4. Chapter and the argument there concluding, that 
the firſt Apoſtolike Churches were properlie Dioceſes; becauſe the 
presbyrers ordcyned, by the Apoſtles were appointed butto whole 
cities & countries, that is, to dioceſcs, 


Chap. 2. conteyning an anſwer to the D. argument to prove that the 
firſt eApoſtolicall ( hurches were proper ly dioceſes not pariſhes, 
becauſe the Preſbzters ordeyned by the Apoſtles , Were appounted 
not to pariſhes but 10 dioceſes. 


VV: have already heard in the former part,how feebly the D. 
argueth to prove the 7, Churches of Aſia, to be great and 
ample 
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ample citie togither with the countries adjoyning; when he ſaith, 
it cannot be denied, bur they were ſuch becauſe our Saviour, wri- 
ting to the Churches of Afia numbreth but 7; and namerh the 
principall, ſome whereof were Mother cities, He addeth imediate- 
ly after, For it « evident that. the eApoſies when they intended to convert 
a1y nation, it preacbed to the cheife cuties thereof. lWherin, when through 
Gods bleſſing, they bad converted ſome, their manner was to ordeyne Prerby- 
rers hoping by their Mimiftery to convert not oneh the reſt of the cuie but alſo 
the countries adjoyning , [6 many as di4 belong ro God, Which words the 
Refuter ( anſw. pag. ) carried as the 2. reaſon to conclude 
the point before queltioned: becauſe (finding the former argumec 
to be ſo obſcure and vnfitting as it is before ſhewed ro be) he judg- 
ed it in effc& all one to ſay,fr carmet be denied but the 7 Churches, were 
great + ample cities &C, for it is evidet that the Apoſtles in the cheife 
Cities of any nation , where they had converted ſome to the faith, 
did uſually ordeine Presbyters , by their Miniſtery to convert the 
reſt of the citie and country adjoyning: and to tranſpoſe the ſen- 
rencesin this manner: It is evident that the Apoſtles inthe cheife 
Cities of every nation, where they had converted ſome to the faith, 
did uſually ordeine presbyters &c, Ergo, it cannot be denyed bur 
the 7. Churches were great and ample Cities &c. But the D. ſaith, 
his analyſis is miſtake, to ſay no worſe,as if he could have juſtly laid an 
heavier fault upon his Refuter; if he had not favoured him. And 
in deed, he loadeth him with a fouler imputation , when ( after in 
the ſame page ) he ſaith that(in digeſting his words before expreſ- 
ſed, into a connexive ſyllogifme ) he famed « propoſition for the nonee 
#0 cavillwithall. A raſh cenſure, the leſs to be regarded , becauſe the 
Refuter may ſafcly appeale to Gods owne tribunall, who knoweth 
that he dealt ſyncerely;and was led by the conneion of both ſen- 


' tencesto conceive the meaning to be ſuch as is before ſhewed. But 


* he ſhould (ſaith the DoGor ) have looked to the end of that, which he 


made the 3. ſet. Where he ſhould bave firond this tobe the mame concluſion of 
all that, followeth the firit argument ( concerning the 7, Churches ) to thats 
place. viz. that, the Preſbyters m the eApoſtles times , Were not appointed to 


* pariſhes but ro duoceſes, But he thought it needleſle to carrie the word 


for ſo farre ; when there was need of help ro prove the point atore- 


5 going. Notwithſtanding, let him walk in his owne way, I doubt 


not, but to make it appeare, thar the argument and the proſyllo- 


giſmes thereof framed by himſelte , doe diſcover both his owne 
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miſtaking of his Analyſis (to ſay no worſe) and the weaknes of hig 
arguing, aswell now in this defenſe, as before in the ſermon ir (elf, 
The maine concluſion to which he ſendech us , hath theſe words 
( ſ:rm. pag. 18. lin: ult. &c. The Preſbyteries therefore tn whe Apoitles 
times, were apponted, not #0 ſeverall pariſhes, but ro whole cnies, & the cots 
tries annexed, Vit., to dioceſes; that both they might convert them; + attend 
ad fied ther beg converted. The conclulion is long ( as you lee, ) 
and untoldeth 1n it ſundry propoſitions; which ſince the DoRor 
hath not rightly diſtinguiſhed}, I will preſume ( though I lookero 
þe required with ſhrewd words for my labour ) to propoſe to the 
view of the Reader in this manner. The concluſion ſheweth to 
what the Presbyteries inthe Apoſtles times, were appointed. 1, 
Negatively; They were not appointed to ſeverall pariſhes. 2, Affir- 
matively ; they were appointed ro whole cities and the countries 
annexed. Which is firſt explayned, viz.to dioceſes, 2, amplified by 
atwofold end of their appointment , 2. that they might convert 
them. 2. that they might attend and feed them being converted, 
So then it appeareth, that in the words of his ſermon before 
going pag 18. 19. we are to expect the proofe of theſe. 5, points 
(for elſe he ſtrercherh his cocluſio beyond the boiids of the premi- 
ſes, which ſhould inferre it ) viz. 1. the Presbyteries ordeyned by 
the Apoſtles, were not appointed to ſeverall pariſhes. 2. they were 
appointed to whole cities &rhe countries adjoyning. 3.thole cities 
& countries were Dioceſes. 4. orc end of that their appointmer, 
was to covert &c. 5. the other end was to attend &feed the cover- 
red. Bur of theſe 5.propoſitios, he cocealeth wholly in this defenſe 
the third and laſt . The former it ſeemeth he rook for grauntedy 
and therefore now coupling the two firſt togither , he ſctterh them 
downe in this manner. The Preſbyteries ordeyned by the Apoitley, 
were not appointed to pariſhes but to dioceſes; the other was wiſcly conceas 
jcd, becauſe there is not one word in his ſermon ro make it good; 
though it be of the greateſt moment for his purpoſe: In deed, he 
had ſayd before, that the Presbyters were in comon ta attend the 
whole flock converted, feeding them with the word & facramentsg 
and to labour the converſion of the reſidue &c . but how great a 
difference there is betweene theſe rwoends of the Miniſtery of rhe 
Presbyrers, ordeyned by the Apoſtles, and thoſe that his conclus 
66 mencionethy ir iscaſy for the ſimplct of his Readers to diſcern, 
Whether the change were made unwittingly, or of purpoſe to de- 
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ceive, I will not determine, neither will 1 preſſe him for reſolution 
of the douvr , unleſſe he pleaſe , It is the analyſis of his concluſion 
and all that apperteyncth thereunto, which we now look after. His 


Door Downames Defenſe, 


cocluſid (whatſocver it was at the firſt) is now coprized in this cd« 
pound axtome before delivered.T be Preſbyteries ordeyned by the Apo- 
fles were not appointed 10 pariſhes but to dioceſer,which he maketh the an- 
recedent of a Enthymem,to inferre the principal queſti6(touchi 
dioceſan Churches in general) viz. Therefore che Churches induc 
with power of Eccleſiaitical] government, were not pariſhes but di- 
oceſes . The Antecedent (he faich) is proved by two arguments; 
the firſt whereof ( not roſpeak now of the propoſition which he 
omitred) lieth in this ſenrence. The Presbyteries ordeyned by the 
Apoſtles, were appointed for whole cities & countrics thereto be- 
longing , to labour ſo farre as they were able, the converſion of all 
that belonged unto God, And to the confirmation of this he re- 
ferreth all that which his Refurer carried an other way. For it ts evv- 
dent that the Apoſtles, when they intended to convert any nation, firſt pree-« 
ched to the chesf cities thereof 8&c. to the words, neyther were the pariſhes, 
Which halfe perſwaderh me, that he hath borrowed his ficlt argue 
ment for the proote of the Antecedent, from the ſecond & fonrth 


# 07 


points(bcfore noted to be couched) in that concluſio delivered in 


his ſerm6.For otherwiſe his analyſis cutteth the off fro the cocluſio 
as ſuperfluous branches ; & makerh his firſt argument to be Cryp- 
tically inwrapped under the confirmation thereof. Now if it were 
borrowed thenee; then the wordes following (ſerm. pag. 18. Nei- 
ther were the pariſhes diſtinguiſhed &c )in all cquitie ſhould be, 
not a ſecond argument, to confirme his firſt antecedent;but rather 
anew prof FR ro juſtify the generall proofe thereof. To c6- 
clude , whenceſocver he derive it; there is ſo ſmall a d:fterence be- 
tween the Mcdius terminus of his firſt argument , with both the 
proſyllogiſmes ſet ro uphold it: & the wordes which in his ſecond 
argament are of greateſt force(as he ſaith pag. 70. of this defence) 
to prove that the Persbyteries were appointed to Dioceſes : that 
they are little better ( when he hath made the belt thar he can of 
them) chen a beggerly repetition of one thing, or a proving of the 
ſame by the ſame, So that we may well think, if his Refuter ſhould 
have contrived his arguments ſo as himſelf hath done, he would 
have bene as ceadie as now he is to charge him with miſtaking his 
Analy(is, c 
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. Butlethim makethe beſt advantage of his owne Analyſis;& ler 
us trie the,valour of his ſyllogiſmes , which he profcrecth to our 
view. And ficſt of that Enthymeme, which concludeth the princi- 
| queſtion. in this _—_ "0 

. TT he Preſoyteries ordeyned by the eApoſtles, Were appointed not t0'P4- 
riſhes but to Fes — arches (C <a indued with power of eccleſre 
aſt call government Were not Pariſhes but Dioceſes. T bus conſequence,laith 
he, the Refuter granteth, ingranti» g the connexive propoſition of the Syllo- 
giſme, which befangh, pag. 58.of the enſwer . If he = ut might ea» 
ſi'y be confirmed, by adding the aſſumpicn . viz. To viſible Churches n= 
dud with power of eccleſs1/tecall government, the Preſpyters ordeyned by the 
Apoſtles were appointed . Lox here the D. reaſoving; now what if 
the adding of this aſſumption , utterly marreth the faſhion of his 
argument ? hath he nor theo ſpent his labour well to diſcover his 
owne heedleſle oyerſight, to ſay no worle? for had he well peruſed 
the parts, he might have found 5. termes in his ſyllogiſme. viz. 1, 
Presbyteries ordeyned by the Apoſtles , 2. appointed to Dioceſes 
not to pariſhes. 3 .appointed to viſible Churches inducd with pow- 
er of eccleſiaſticall government, 4. the Churches (themſclves ) in- 
duced with ſuch power. 5. Dioceſes and not Pariſhes.* Toredrcſle 
this groſſe fault; it ſofimple a Scholler as the Refuter might pre- 


| ume to give any direftion, to fo great a Clerk as Mr.D. me thinks 


he ſhould havedone well, to have exchanged the Antecedent of 
his Enathymeme , with ſome Propoſition in (enſe equivalent that 
might have yeilded the ſame predicatum, which his concluſio car- 
rieth,as thus; The Churches,to which the Presbyterjes ordeined by 
the Apoſtles were appointed, were properly dioceſes(ſuch as ours) 
and nor pariſhes. Or thus; Dioceſes ( ſuch as ours ) and not pa- 
riſhes, were the whole and onely charge of the Presbyterics ordey- 
ned by the Apoſtles. - The aſſumption then to be added, muſt be 
one of theſe; viz. The Churches which in the Apoſtles times were 
indued with the power of eccleſiaſtical government were thoſe 
ynto which the Presbyteries ordeyned by rhem , were appointed. 
Or thus, The Churches which the Ap-ſtics indued with power of 
eccle{ialticall government were the whole & onely charge of thoſe 
presbyteries which they ordevncd. So the concluſion would natu- 
rally low from theſe premilſcs, to wit; Therefore, the Churches 
which the Apoſiles inducd ( or were indued iv their times.) with 
the power of ecciclialticall goycrament , were Dioceſes properly 
rf, * (lu 
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(fuch as ours) & not pariſhes; which of rheſe fotver he ſhall chooſe, 
the propoſition'is te be refuled, as:utterly falle., Againk the Aſſu-, 
ption( whethtriformer or later ) l have nothing to except., This, 
onely 1 (ay, ifrhe Dodor ſhall diſlike the later , as too narrowly ſis 
mitcd by thoſe wordes, whole + enely charge . I muſt then tell him, , 
his ſyllogiſme is alſo herein deceirfull nl faultie; that his propoti-. 
tion ſpeaketh of a appoinement, differing from that which he inten« 
derh in his Aſſumption; the teeding and governing of the vicitle 
Churches bring but a part(yeathe leaſt part Jofthe charge of thoſs) 
Presbyreries; in aſmuch as he ſuppoſeth, they were appointed al- 
fo, to an other more principall work , viz. tolabour the converlſi- 
on of ſuch as were yet enemies to the faith and not bers of. 
the Churches, Bur if he will acknowledge the viſtble. Churches, 
to be the whole and onely charge of the' Prebyterics ordeyned by. 
the Apoſtles; then the premiſes of his ſyllogilme doe make warre, 


' theone againſt the other , For the atſumption ſo underſtood , di- 


realy crolleth the aſſumption and the fortifications thereof, which 
are ( pag. 65.) fitted to confirme the Propoſition or Antecedene 
of his maine argument; and conſequently , through their fides , it 
pearceth the hart of the Propoſition it (elf, For it the viſible chur«4 
ches indued with power of eccleſiaſtical govermet, were the whole 
&onely charge of the Presbyreries ordeyned by the Apoltles;then 
were they not appointed for the converſio of the reſt of the citic & 
countrie: neither was that work the end or motive that ſwayed the 


/ Apoſiles to ordeyn them. So that his propoſition(whichatfhrmeth 


2 that thoſe Presbyteries were appointed for whole Dioceles )hath 


nothing to ſupport ir. | 
Moreover , it he ſhall diſlike the limitation which I have added 


to his propoſition, reſtreyning it to ſuch Dioceſes as ours are, or 


at lcaſt to ſuch Dioccſes , as were alſo Churches: he is to know that 
his conſequence isnaughrt,and ſuchas of which he ———_— 
from his refuter to-boalſt of. For unlefſe it bepreſuppoſed , thas 
the Dioceſes, to which he ſaith, the Presbyterics were appointed, 
were Churches, and like to our dioceſan Churches; his argu 
ment wilbe deceitfull alſo in a ſecond reſpe&;ro wit;becaule bis an» 
tecedent and the concluſion ſpeak, nor of one! kind of .Diaceſesg 
bac of ſuch as differ roto genere,(1f the one be churches and the a» 
thernot ſo ) or atleaſt in ſpecie, if they be Dioceſan Chucches un» 
like to ours. For(as is heretofore noted ) Dioceſan Biſhops like to 
C2 


ours, 
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ours , doe require the Churches whereof they are Biſhops , to be 
dioceſes, ( or dioceſan Churches ) like ro ours. This memoran» 
dum therefore being premiſed ( that by Dioccies in his propoſiti. 
on, weare to vnderitand Dioceſan Churches like to ours ) we are 
come to examine the fi1{t of his rwo arguments, which himſelf fra- 
meth to prove the propoſition before denyed in manner & forme 
following; 

T hey who Were appointed to Whole catres and conntries to labour {6 farre as 
they were able; the converſion of all that, belonged to God; were «ppouyed to 
Diaceſes , and not 10 Pariſhes, But the Preſpyterues ordeyned by the 
eApoitle: were appornted for Whole cities and countries therets belonging, 16 

4s they were able, the conver ſim of all that belonged to Ged, 

. Tevefore the Preſbyteries ordeyned by the eApoitles , were appointed not 
no Pariſbes, but unro Diaceſes that. 1s, to Dioceſan Churches, like to owrs. 
T bis Propoſation , ſaith he, 7 omitted a taking ut for granted, Be it (og 
yet (ince he ſaw , that his Refurer eſtcemed the conſequence weake 
of that argum*: he framed to a concluſion ſomewhat differing, he 
mought wel have bene jealous of his rejecting this propoſition al- 
fo. For fince the Presbyrers of which he ſpeaketh were planted in 
the cheife cities of ſuch a nation, as the Apoſtles defired to covert; 
what hindreth but the countreyes annexed might be Provinces, or 
rather whole Nations,and not Dioceſes properly? Moreover, how 
can they be ſayd to be appointed to Dioceſan Churches ſuch as 
ours{for to ſpcak of other Dioceles, that are cſtranged from Chris. 
ſianity, is to rove farre wide from the queſtion ) who are appoin- 
ted unto cities and countries, (not to feed and govern them, as all 
Churches are by their Paſtors ; but) to labour their converſion 
that yet remayned Pagans and Infidels? To provoke him therefore 
in his next defence, to underrake the proofe of this propoſition 
which he now taketh for graunrted , I firſt contradi&t it thu', They 
who were apporneed 10 Whole cities and connries , for the working OM! of their 
gonverſon, were not ſer over Dwceſan ("hurches ſuch as ow1: Then I take 
his owne afſumprion , with the help thereof to conclude; the con- 
tradiRorie of his former propoſtion, in this manner. The Preſby. 
$e1411 ordeyned by the Apoſtles mere appointed 10 whole cuties and countries, 
$$» the working out of ther converſion, T berefore, the Priſbyteries ordeyned 
by thee Apottler, were not ſet over Dioceſan Churches, ſach as ours. This 
-our-propoficion oppoſcd againſt his , may be fortified by this En- 
thymeme, T þJſe whole 6/141 and countries whoſe people are generally ſs 

ed 


L efro'g 


Part 2. D. Downames defence te. Lib. z. 


eſtranged from the faith , thats their comverfion muſt be Iaboured , ave not d1- 
oveſan (\erchrs like to 071, T berefire, neyther they , trho Were appointed 
ever (ch cities and countries , ſet over diore{an Churches ſuch as ours, The 
Antecedent is atruth fo apparantto all the world, that it were 
madaes to contradict it ; And the conſequence is ſuch as (I verily 
think) no man of comon ſenſe , will ever call it into queſtion, As 
for the Refurers exceptions againſt the propoſition which he had 
framed for an other purpole; they are (as the DoRor ſaith ) cavvls 
nor worth the refuting ; and yer ( to ſhewe his yalour) he will needes 
have a fling at them, thaugh with ſhame to himſelfe. For firſt, for 
want of juſt matter of blame , he forgeth a falſe calumoniation in 
in ſaying, that, bis Refiuer abſurdly cavilleth with bim , as if be had ſayd 
that, all in the crtie and country were in S. [obnt tine converted. For the 
fumme of the firſt exception is nothing but this, that. rhough i were 
gr auned , that, the Apoſtle: or deyned Preſoyters (or [ach an end (as be ſap- 
poſeth) y-t ut followeth nor that the ("burches were great cities the countries 
adwynng. And he backeth it with this reaſon, rhat. the ſeed of the word 
in many places tes thick, ſotune, but came thin up , and the heat of perſecu- 
tion at, that, time , burnt up the zaalt and profeſſion of many, Which it it 
were too weak to juſtify the exception, why doth he nor take 
notice of it, and confure it? thinketh he, his unpartiall readers will 
take it for a ſufficient refutation, to ſay , rt « 4 cavill nee worth the re« 

ing ? The ſccond exception 13 of more moment; becauſe it 
ſerveth alſo to weaken the propoſition of the Doors owne argu- 
ment before ſet downe. For the ordeyning of Presbyters for whole 
citics and countries , to labour the converſion of all that in thoſe 
places be: longed to God; can never prove that they were appoin- 
red to the care and charge of dioceſan Churches; unleſſe there be 
a neceſlitie that a!l which in time were to be converted by their 
Miniſterie, ſhould be and remaine members of the ſame Church 
with them. [t ſhali not be amiſfle therefore to ſ}ay a while upon the 
examination of that which the Refuter hath ſayd, ro juſtifie his de- 


nialkand the No. to mainteyn the affirmation, of this neceſſitie. 5eg, z, 


In defenſc of the nzgative, it was alleadged (anſw. pag. 57)that 

i is very likely if not certeyne, that they of Cenchrea received the 
goſpell from Corinthe; (for Cenchrega was the port of Corinthe, 
and not farre from it, as Radclifte or Lymehouſe to London ) yet 
was it a diſtia& Church from that of Corinth; for-it is called rhe 
Church of Cenchrga. Rom, 16. 1, The Door in his reply , firſt 
C3 layeth 


layeth downe his own opinion touching this matter, and then in-. 
deavoreth ro wrelt that example of the Church of Cenchrga, out. 
of his refuters handes. His owne opinion (or rather definitive ſen« 
rence, ) quaſs ex cathed-a & ſatu pro imperio) he delivereth in this mi» 
ner. / ſay , that, they whoſe Miniſterie vas intended for the converſion, of 
the citie and countrie ; to their care and charge , both for the fir(s converſjon of 
them , and government of them being converted, the cutie and country belon= 
ged. And the Do&or onely ſaith it, and darerh che Refuter or a= 
ny of his vnlearned aſſociates, contradict it > No verily; they will 
rather aſſent ro hum ſo farre, as truth and reaſon grounded on 
the truth of Gods word, will permir them,that is kat 1 & in parr, 
but not «pleo: and in generall; for it is moſt true, that the Apo« 
ſtles and Evangeliſts whoſe Miniſterie was intended, eyther to be. 
gin, or to bring forwards the converſion of any citieand country, 
had the care and charge of the people in thoſe parts , aſwel for the 
governing ofthem whom they did convert,as for the labouring of 
their converſion at the firſt . But how long? and how? was it for a 
perpetuirie, or for a time onely, till they might be furniſhed with 
their proper Miniſtery? And when the faith ſpread it ſelf from any 
of hoſe cheife cities which firſt enterceyned it; into the townes 
adjoyning (& that with ſuch increaſe that the number of beleevers 
in thoſe places, were ſuthcient tro make two or moe Churches or 
congregations ) did they all remaine ſtill parts of one Church;and 
was it eſtzemed by ſuch as eff:Red their converſion,a neceſſarie or- 
dinance for the well- governing of their aſſemblies? Here licth the 
pith and marrow of che preſent controverliz; wherefore if the Do- 
&or doth reſolutely hold the affirmative , he ſhould haue plain« 
ly contradicted the refuter,and ſayd, there was a neceſſitie , that all 
which were brought to the faith, in any city and country adjoyn- 
ing , by the labours of any appointed for their converſion, ſhould 
remayn(though never ſo many or farre diſtit) mebers of the cities» 
Church, which firſt enterteyned the goſp:11. Perhaps he thought 
his readers would expe& ſome better proote then his bare word, 
fey it, to conclude this neceſlitie. And it was not caſy for him to 
yecld any ſound reaſon , for the juſtifying of ſuch an aſſcrtion; in 
wiſdome rhercfore he judged it better, to ſay and affirme that 
which (though ir be leſle pertinenr, yet ) might ſceme more reaſo. 
nable (viz. that ſuch as were converted by their labours, that were 
appointed to indeayor their converſion, ſhould ſubmit themſelves 
| ro be 
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to be governed by them) and in ſtead of yeilding any pregnant de- 
monſtrarion ro confute his Refurers exception, ro make a ſhewe of 
removing that which was alleadged by him, To this purpoſe he 
addeth; that, though Cenchrea be called a (burch , yet Was it not ſuch a 
yy as we now ipeak of , ndued with power of excleſiafticall government, 

t (abiefÞ to the wr] l1ittwon of the Church of (orinthe. Thus he ſaith; 
bur hath he any other reaton , then ſuch as before, ( /ſay#)tro 
ſhewe the ſubje<R:on of Cenchrea to the Church of Corinthe ? No 
ſurely ; for though he often reirecateth this affirmation (pag. 46. 
2105. 129.) yet his beſt proofe is, moſt certeynly ſo it was, I doubr nor 
therefore , but with the indifterent reader the phraſe of the holy 
Ghoſt, equalling the beleevers in Cenchrea, and thoſe in Corinth 
with the ſame name ; (calling the one the Church in Cenchrza, & 
the other the Church in Coriathe. Rom. 16. r. 1.Cor.1.2, ) will 
ar2ue our aſſertion to be more probable, ( when we ſay, they were 
diſtin& Churches , & alike induced with power of eccletiaſticall go- 
vernment)then his denyall that hath no other confirmation then 
? ſay it, or ſo it was; for what authoritie hath he , eyther to ſubordi- 
nate one to another , or to confine in one eccleſiaſticall body,thoſe 
ſocieties which Gods word maketh diſtin& Churches? 


Thus much for his Propoſition; his Aſſumption cometh now to Sett. «. ad 
beexamined, which he ſaith is confirmed by ewo arguments; the one,the P38» 55 


end mended by the Apoſtles in appomting Preſbyters in cities, which vas the 
converſion of the nation, for Which themſelves firſt preached mthe cherfe ci« 
tier;the other is the motive their hope by the Mmiftery of the Preſbyters plas 
ved in the citie to conver; them which belonged to God, both in citie and comn- 
trie; grounded ow the force of the Gofpell te:Tified by our Saviour, Math. 12, 
13. Thus hefaith , but why con:riveth he not his two arguments 
into. 2.diſtin& ſyllogiſmes,that we might ſee the ſtrength of each 
of them a part? Nay, why doth himſclte combine them in one con- 
nexive propoſition in this manner? pag 66: ff the «Apoſtles mtendin 
the converſion of the nation , as they brgan themſclves to preach in the cheife 
cities, (6 they placed Preſbyters to the ſame intent; hopmg by them to convert, 
both citie and countrie: then were they appointed and it was their dutie , 10 Lt 
bour the conver ſion of all belonging to God both in citie and countrie. For 
if the aſſumption be added to this propoſition, is it not as large as 
that which his Refater framed and divided into 3- parts, ( viz. 1: 
thar the Apoſtles intending to c6verc any natid, fitſt preached the 


Goſpell in the cheiſe cities theteof, 2, and haying conyerted _ 
tacre 
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there uſually ordeyned Presbyters. z3.by their Miniſtery to convert 
the reſt of the citic & countrie, Why chen thuuid he not rake home 
to himiclfe thoſe worls ot his , whac cannot he bring within che 
compaſs of his ſyllogiſmes? 2. Mor: over, ſince he ſaich,that the lalk 
of the z.parts diltinguiſhed by his Refuter;'s the aſſumption it (el£, 
and interred on the two tormer; as he (erteth them downe; doth he 
not contound the afſumprion, with one (at leaſt if not with both) 
of the arguments which ſhould confirme it ? for if a mau ſhould 
ſay, that che D. preached his ſermon,to enlarge his favour with his 
good Lord,the Biſhop of B. and W.& the reſt of the Prelates; who 
would nor ynderſtand ſuch a ſpeach to carrie this meaning, that the 
very end whereac he aymed in his preaching, was the enlarging of 
his favour &c, And that an hope to gaine more grace with them 
moved him ro yndercake the work ? If then himſelf, or any freind 
of his ſhould deny and contradid this ſpeach; would he not take 
him for atrifler,( or rather a landerer)that ſhould make his boalt, 
he could prove ir with, 2. —_— and yer had nothing elſeto 
ſay, then 1n a change of phraſe, to repeat the ſame thing in this mJ« 
ncr:The inlarging of his favour with his good Lord the Biſhop &c 
was the very end which he propoſed to himſelf when he preached. 
And he hoped by this meanes to gaine more grace. Therefore 
(doubtleſs | he preached this ſermon to enlarge bis favour &c. Yet 
ſuch ( and no better ) arethe Do&. arguments, when he proveth 
that the Presbyreries were planted by the Apoſtles in Cities, to la- 
bour the converſio of the cities and countries adjoyning; becauſe 
their converſion was both the end intended by the Apoliles;& the 
thing they hoped by their labour to cffeR. 

3- But perhaps, there may be found ( upon dueexamination ) 
ſome greater light , or help for the clearing of the aſſumption in 
queſtion, then can at the firſt bluſh be diſcerned 3n the arguments; 
as they are layd downe. It ſhall not there fore be amilſe ro compare 
them a part, with the point wherevnto they are referred, and to a- 
yoid blame ( if it be poſible ) I will ſtick cloſe to the words of his 
owne connexive propoſition before delivered; & derive fro thence, 
the Antecedent of each Enthymeme, Firſt then ( from the end in- 
tended by the Apoltles ) he argueth thus. The Apoſtles intending 
the converſion of any nation, as they began themſelves to preach 
in the cheife Cities; ſo they placed Presbyters to the (ame intent. 
Ergo, thoſe Presbyrers( or Presbyteries)were appointed to __ 
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the converſion of all that belonged to God borh in citic & coun. 
eric. The pith of che argumenc, lieth in the later braunch ofthe 
anrecedent. v1z.the Apoltles placed Presbyrers in the cheife Citigs, 
for the converſion of the whole nation . And it feemeth ro be for- 
tifyed in this manner. The Apoſtles placed Presbyrers to the fame 
intent,for which themſelves preached in the cheite cities, Bur they 
preached there with an intent to convert the whole nation, There. 
fore they allo placed Presbyrers tn the cheife Citics for the conver 
fion of the whole narion.”* = 
To begin with the concluſion which 15 the Antecedent of the D, 

firſt argument, if there were an evident truth init, it would ſerve 
(if need were ) to contradi&,the antecedent of the maine argumer 
(propounded ſeR.4 ) in this ſort; The Presbyrers (or Presbyteries) 
ordeyned by the Apoſtles, were placed in cheife cities for the con=- 
verſion of the whole nation. Ergo they were appointed for whole 
provinces or rather nations and not for dioceſes properly. The 
ſame will be concluded much more fully, from the propoſition of 
the laſt ſyllogiſme, and the inſtances that he giveth ( pag 66 )to 
prove the aſlumption thereof. ( For if ) It Apottles placed Presby- 
ters in cheife Cities, to the ſame intent, tor which themſelves began 
to preach there: ( If alſo ) Pauls intent in preaching and ſtaying at 
Corinth an whole yeareand 6 monthes, and 3. yeares at Epheſus, 
was to convert, (not the dioceſe of Corinth cr Epheſus oncly, but) 
the whole nation of Aſia, and Achaia ( Then it wiil follow har ) 

Paul in placing Presbyrers at Corinth and Epheſus ( did not ap- 

poine the for the dioceſe of Corinth or Epheſus, bur for the whole 

country of Achaia and Aſia;to labour as farre as they were able,the 

converſion of all that belonged to God in thoſe parts. 

To the like purpoſe, his 2. argument tendeth ,when (from the 
Apoſtles hope ) he reaſonerth thus. The Apoſtles hoped by thoſe 
Presbyrers which they placed in chcife Cities, to convert both citie 
and country, ( And this their hope was grounded on the force of 
the goſpell teſtifyed by our Saviour, Math. 13,53+ )Ergo, thoſe 
Presbyrers were appointed ( and it was their duric ) to labour the 
converſion of all, that in citie and countrie belonged to God. For 
yaleſſe their hope, (the motive that guided their intention)hould 
be abſurdly reſtreined into a farr narrower compaſle, then the end 
which they intended: the countrie whoſe converſion he incloſeth 
within their hope,and ſo alloreeth = the charge of the Presbyters, 

| as 
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as the lump that was to be leavened by their Miniſtery,muſt be the 
whole nation and not ſo (mall a portion as one Dioceſe , Burt as I 
purpoſe not to dwell ypon this advantage; ſo I need not uſe many 
words toremove the ground of both his arguments, ſince t 
have no other foundation, then his owne wavering fancie , whic 
doth not well accord with it ſelf . It is time I ſhould compare the 
Refuters anſwer & his defence togither , to ſee whether his ſecond 
thoughts have any more weight of reaſon in them then the firſt, 

It can never be ſhelved ( ſayth the Refut: anſw. pag. 57. ) neyther 
may it be reaſonably thought that, it Was any part , of theſe Preſvyters proper 
duty, to labour the converſion of the refidue, eyther in cute or countrey. For 
hmeſoever we deny not , but that. it belonged to them , both as Chriſtians to 
ue all opportunity of winning to the faith;ca Miniſters to preach to the beae 
the alſo, if they were preſent m their cogregatios; yet it Voas their office to attend 
an the flock , whereof the holy Gho(t had made them overſeer, «Aft. 20.24, 

eAnd nn lik: Apoitles or Evangelifts to imoploy themſelves mm the converſion 
of them that, were no Chriftians , By theſe fewe words ((aith the Door) 
the drop Wiſdom of the pariſh diſciplinarians, may eaſily be ſounded . 1. they 
goncerve thats (hurche in the firft conititution of them, when there were but 
4 fe we converted, ar.d before pariſhe) were diſtinguiſhed, Were in the ſame e- 
ſtate, that, now they are being fully conftunted cc, 2. that the flock over 
which »he Preſpyters were ſet, Was onely that, number of Chriit1ans already 
converted Cc. 3. that thery proper office Was to attend them onely trhich wvere 
already converted; a1d not to labour the converſion of the reſt, exc. The 
laſt of theſe I confeſl: is plainly averred by the Refuter, and the ſe- 
cond by conſequence implycd. But the firſt hath no ſhadowe of 
aay foundation in his words; ſo that the Door his deep wiſdome 
hath drawne1t (I ſuppoſe ) out of his owne drowſy imagination, 
And yerifit be an erronious conceit, why bendeth he not the 
ftroak of ſome one reaſon or other againſt it? Yea how will the D, 
frec himſelf from crror;ſeing the refuter hath nothing in his whole 
anſwer, that doth more ſavour of that conceit, then theſe words 
of the DoR. ( Def. pag. 54. ) that the circuite of the Church was 
the ſame, when there were tewe, and when there were many , yea 
when all were Chriſtians ) and thoſetn his ſermon pag 25. that vp- 
on the diviſion of pariſhes, there happened no altcratio to the ſtate 
of the Biſhop. - 
2. Moreover, it the ſecond be an errour, whoſe hand is deepeſt 
3m? whether the Refarer who allcadgeth eAR, 20, 28. to _ 
anat 
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that the office of Presbyters was to attend that flock , whereof the 
H Gholt had made them overſeers; or the Door who citeth the 
ſa-ne (cripture( (erm. pag. 18. ro juſtify this ſpeach, that the Pref. 
byters were to artend the flock converted, feeding them with the 


word & ſacraments. Very likely then, heſuppoſed it to be a truth, A contrz, 
that che flock over which they were ſet, was onely that namber of dition in 
Chriſtians; which were already converted, And he had good rea. the DoQ. 


ſon ſo ro judge, becauſe that flock onely was the viſible Church, 
which then profefled the faith of Chrilt at Epheſus, Bur now he 
ſcerh itis an error ſo to conceive ; becauſe our Stviows calleth the eleft 
wot converted, his (heep, foh. 10. 16, and the L. in Corinth bad much people, 
When but 4 fe were as yet converted. ASsit men could give or take, 
the charge of ſuch a flock or people, as they neyther know nor 
could be taught to diſcerne, by any notes that come within their 
vnderſtanding ; becauſe the Lord ( who knowerh all that he hath 
choſen, and appointed in time to call; and to whoſe cies, things to 
come are as manifeſt as things preſer)doth entitle his ele&,though 
yer _ or at leaſt ynconverted, by the name of his ſheep or his 
cople. 
F - . As touching the third point, the Refuter hath plainely diſco- 
yered his judgment, how farre he granteth it, and in what reſpe& 
he denieth ir, to be the dutie of Presbyrers, to labour the conver- 
fi6 of Infidels. For beſides the comon dutie of Chriſtians,to uſe all 
opportunity for the winning of them to the faith, they are { as he 
ſaith ) to preach vnto them, if they will come into their aſlemblies; 
but to imploy their labour in traveiling to and fron any countrie 
or dioceſe, ro preach vato them, where they find any concourſe of 
people: this he denyeth to be any part of the Presbyreriall funEti- 
on; and judeeth it rather to be the work of an Apoltle ,or Evanges 
lit . Which plaine dealing of the Refuter requireth in cquiry the 
like at the hands of the DoRor, by ſhewing how, & in whar courſe 
he holdeth ir their durie,to labour the converſion of infidels; whe. 
ther by the like travcil and imployment,that the Apoſtles & Evan- 
peliſts, vndertooke in plates where the goſpell had nor yet any en- 
trance, or whether in any other faſhion,that the Ref: apprehend-g 
not? But he(1I will not ſay craftily ) concealeth from his Reader, 
the parts of his Refuters diſtinRion z and ( as if he had ſimply de- 
nyed chem,any way to labour the converſion, of any that were alt» 


enated from the faith } he reſteth on this trifiing rephe , « though, 
D 2 lazrh 
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pag. 67, 


2, Unip ? | « T« 


ſaith he,che Apoſtles intended by their Mmiſtery the converſion: end ſalva- 
tion of no more but thoſe few that, were at firſt converted. And then for the 
better manifeftation of their wiſdom ( he ſhould have ſayd ot his owne 
inhability ro make good his afſertion ) he oppoſeth them with « fewe 
gue/trons, which yer arc more then needed; bur let us heare them; && 
they are theie; 

x. Whether the Preſbyters 0: d:yned by the Apoſtles Were not Atimiſters 
of the word? 2. whether they were not many, m ſorwe places more, mm ſame 
fiw:r; yea ſomerimes as many as thoſe who Were before converted * AG, 19. 
6. 3. whether, they being many, were intended onely to attend that, (mal 
number of converts? 4. whether the Apoſtles in ordeyurng many, in- 
tended not the con'vwrſron of more then thoſe fiw? 5, whether it was not obear 
#ffice, ro labour therr converſion? 6, If not, bow they were to be convett- 
ed? 7, Nay, if they did not labour, bow Were they converted? Ofthele 


+7. the. 3. 4- and 5. might have been ſpared, ſeing they are already 


anſwered. viz. thar the converſion of citie & countrie did not be- 
long torthcir office, as any proper work thereof(and therefore was 
not intended by the Apoſtles in ordeyning them ) otherwiſe then 
is before expreiſed , ThercKalſo might have becn overpaſſed 
( ſince he knoweth his Refuters mind therein ) ſave that he would 
cloſely intimate ynro his Reader ( as it ſeemeth ) two arguments 
ro jultify his owne aſſcrtion; for the anſwer which himſclt hath gi- 
ven tothe 2, firſt may argue for his purpole in this manner, The 
Presbyters ordeyned by the Apoſtles were all Miniſters of the 
word, and were many in each Church, yea in ſome places as many, 
as thoſe that were beſides converted: wherefore it is probable that 
the Apoſtles intended by their Miniſterie , to convert the reſt, and 
that it was a duty proper to their office, to labour their conyerſio. 
How true it is, which in the firſt place he avoucheth, I will not here 
debate; it belongeth to another treatiſe; the later part ofhis Antc=- 
ccdent importerh that the Apoſtles ordeynced many Miniſters for 
each Church, though the number of converts were ſo ſmall, that 
in ſome places it ſcarce exceeded the number of Presbyters. A mat- 
ter ſo unlikely, thar if the conſequent annexed, muſt hang in ſuſ- 

pence, till he hath made good proofe of this aſſertion; I tear: jr 

will werrie the deareſt of his freinds, to wait for the proof thereof, 

All that he hath yet found worth the mencioning, is that the Evar- 

= reporteth, Act. 19.6. 7. viz. that Paul having found at Ephe- 

tus cextauac Diſciples ( about 1 2, in aumber, that had been parta- 

kers 
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kers of [ohns Baptiſme) by zmpoſing bands on them, gave them 
the guifts of the Holy Gholk, ſo that they ſpake with tongues and 
propheſied. From hence he gathereth, x. that theſe perſons were 
at that time , enabled by the gifres of the ſpirit, for the worke of 
the Miniſterie . 2. Yea ordeyned Presbyters & appointed to take 
the charge of that Church. 3. That they did equall the number of 
all that were beſides converted. 4. And conſequently that ſome- 
rimes in Churches newly conſtituted, the number of people con- 
yerted was not ryuch greater then the number of Presbyrers pla» 
c<d among them; for this he affirmed once before . Cap. r. pag. 
6. The firlt of theſe may be doubted of, if we conſider how pene- 
rally the gifts of the holy Ghoſt,were at other times beſtowed, At, 
8.12-- 17, & 10. 44-46. Burt I will not contend about this point. 
The ſecond 1s more unlikely then the firſt , and the third more ab- 
{urd then the ſecond, and therefore the laſt which flowerth from 
theſe, hath nothing ro releive it; for as there is not a ſyllable in the 
rext , to uphold eyther the one or the other ; ſo it ſurerh not with 
the Apoſtles wifdome,ſo farre ro exceed here the proportio which 
he held in other places , betweene the number of the Presby ters, 
and the ſtare of the Churches,to which they were aſtigned(as him- 
ſelf confeſſerh in this 67. page lin. 10.) £#. Moreover it was the 
uſuall courſe of che Apoſtles 1n all places where they came, ro plant 
the goſpell , firft co continue their own preaching, for the gather. 
ing of a comperent number to the faith, & then to give them Preſ< 
byrers , to feed thoſe whom they had converted;(as the Door 
alſo acknowledgeth im the firſt of his two arguments, pag. 65.) It 
were abſurd therefore to imagine , that he ſhould now rake a pre» 
poſtcrons and contrarie order; at his firſt coming to Epheſus to 
ordeyne them 12. Miniſters,and himfelfe to ſtay there 3. yeares af- 
ter, to labour their converhon, by his owne preaching. 3. Again, 
we may truely ſay of preaching Presbyrters , that which he ſaith of 
Biihops (fcrm, pag. 65. ) there was not thzt uſe of them , among a 
people which was to be converted, before they needed to be fedd, 
and governed; eſpecially while the Apoltles was preſent, and had 
the aſſiſtance of Evangeliſts ro labour their converſion with him; 
AR. 19. 22. 4. Were the Refuter as full of queſtions as the Do- 
Gor , he might ask him , how 12. PresByters could haue that ho. 
nourable ſtipend, which in juſtice is due to the for their work ſake 
(as himſelf andgrſtanderh the Apoſtle. r. Tim, 5. 17. ke lib. i. p, 
| D 3 3427s) 
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2 (Cc 4 , « Io 
127.)if the number of converts that were bound to mainteyn the, 
were but ſo many perſons, or chereabouts? 5, And if he ſhall ask, 
to what uſe, their guifc of propheſy was imployed, if they were 
not Presbyters attized tothe care of that Bock?he may take anſwer 
from theſe ſcriptures, AR. 2.17. & 11-27. & 13- 1- & 15, 31. & 
1. Cor. 14 29, 31. & 1, Tim, 4. 14, which ſhewe thar all prophe- 
ſying was nor incloſed within the breilt of his preaching presby- 
ters. ButT haue ſayd enough to ſhewe , that we deny not without 
cauſe our aſſent to his idle tancie of a number of Presbyters given 
to ſome Churches, by farre too many for the number of perſons 
already converted , Wherefore till hc hath yeclded better proofes 
for this ſuppoſall, ic cannot conclude his purpoſe. viz. that the A- 
_ intended the converſion of citic and countrey adjoyning, 

y the Miniſterie of choſe Presbyrers, which he ordeyned in any 
Citic that had enterteyned the faith. , - 

The 2. laſt quzſtions before dclivered , intimate this opinion 
ſetled in the Door; that if the Preſoyters ordeyned in cuties by the 
Apoitles , Were net appointed to labour the converſion of the reſt (yea if they 
did net mdeavor it then there Was no meenes to eff ett them coverſion. (Here 
toifthe Aſſumption be addeth)Byt there was a meanes appointed 
for their converſion; and it was in time cff:Ged. (Then this c0- 
cluſion will follow)Therefore thzy were appointed to labour their 
converſion; and (as their oftice did binde them, (o ) they did in- 
deavorit. Bur the propoſition is falſe, and diicovereth an high 
preſumption in the Dotor,thar dareth limit the wiſdome & work 
of God,unto one onely meanes & that ſuch as he fancicth to him- 
ſ:Ife, without any warrant,(yea againſt the clcar light) of the word, 
For was nor the converſion of Infidels unto the faith, the princi- 
pall work of the extraordinarie function of Apoſtles, and of Evans 
geliſts, thar accompanied and aſliſted them in their travciles? 
2. And when the Apoſtles themſelves left any Churches to the carz 
of Presbyrers ordeyned by them; did they not uſe the labour of 
their fellowe helpers, ro finiſh the work which they had begun? 
3- And why doth Mr DoGor take no notice of the meanes menti- 
oned by the Refuter, to wit; the private labours both of the Pref» 
byters , & of every well aff-&ed Chriſtian ſtriving to winne others 
unto the faith ; and the publick exhortations and inſtructions, di- 
reed by the Miniſters to thoſe heathen, that bad acceſſero the 
church-aſſemblies ſeing rhe ſcripture acknowledgeth that even by 
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Part 2. D. Down ames defence or co 'to 
theſc helps, the work of the Lord in-the gathering togither of his 
Saints hath bene very much furthered? Rom, 16. 3. 12. Phil. 2, 
15-16; & 4-3. Iam. 5-19.20, 1-Cor. 14. 24.25. 4. But though 
the Do&or make light account of theſe helps; yet the Apoſtles 
were not ignorant, that his hand was not ſhortned, who had given 
them good (as of his bleſſing ppon ſuch weak meanes, ſo alſo) of 
his working out the calling and (alyarion of ſach as belonged ta 
his kingdome, by many other wayes, AR. 8.4.5. 26. 40. & 9.38. 
& 10, 3.5. & 11. 19. 21. Ia. 2-3. Zach. $. 23. loh. 1.41.45. 
& 4+ 29. 39. & 12. 20, 21-ApOc. 3.9, And therefore we have no 
cauſe to think , that any feare of wanting fic meanes for the con- 
verſion of Gods clect, that yer were drowned in paganiſme, ſhould 
carrie them,to comit this work, vnto thoſe Presbyters whom they 
ordeyned for the feeding of the flock already converced. 


So much to the 7. queſtions, there remayneth 3. more to make SeQt.10, ad 
up the compleat number of 10; which ( though they be nothing Fs: 67.68, 


to the preſent buſynes, yet ) may not be overpaſſed, leaſt he crow 
over his Refuter without cauſe. Were all theſe Preſbyters ( ſaith he ) 
Paſtors preperty of that one fleck ; or was there but one properly the Paſtor oy 
Biſhopthe reſt bemg his Aſſiſt 111? 2. when more were converted then could 
well afſeable wn one cr dinarie congregation were not the congregatios dreided? 
3- vpon this divifion, was there 4 Biſhop aud Preſbyterie aſſigned to eve« 
1) congreg etgon g or onely one Preſbyter &&c. Becauſe theſe queſtions are 
firred ( as alſo the former were )not ſo much to be informed what 
we hold, as to ſhewe what himſelfe would have to be imbraced; ler 
ns firſt conſider, to whatiſſue he driverth the matter, which is dif. 
coveredin the words followino, pag 68 , where he faith ; That the 
pariſh diſcoplinarians doe ſhew them. lves ro be of ſhallow judgment , & theiv 
pariſh diſcipline to conſiſt of ndiſgeſted faveies , in that they imagin the 
ſtate of the Churches and charge of the Miniſters, was ſo the ſame, 
before the diviſion of pariſhes and after; that now every congrega- 
tion ſhall have her Biſhop and Presbyrerie, like as that one Church 
had, before Pariſhes were divided in the Dioceſe; and that as now 
Miniſters are appointed to atted their ſeverall Charges; fo alſo then 
it was the proper ofhce of the Biſhop and his Presbyrerie to attend 


* theflock already converted, No merveile if the Doors ſtomach, 


which aff. &erh nothing but that which favoureth the Dioce(s diſ- 


cipline cannor digeſt theſe points; yer will it be hard for him, fr6 


the e<(olutivn of his queſtions, to gather any well digeſted argu=- 
ognt,\ 


art 2. . ff Reply mn © Hb, r: 
ment,to prove them yndigeſted $ancies.In the two former; he pre- 
fumeth (as it ſcereth)yponan agreement with his Refuter in theſe 
two potnts,viz. that of thoſe many presbyrers, which the Apoſtles 
ordeyned in any one Citic; one onely was properly the Paſtor or 
Bithop, avd the reſt his Aſſiſtants , And 2. that when more were 
converted then could well aflemble togither in one ordinary con- 
gregation,the congregations were divided.But in the fuſt of theſe, 
he groflely torgetteth himſclfe. For how could one of thoſe preſ- 
bycers bea Biſhop,if thar be true, which he peremptorily holderth, 
({erm. pag. 69. det. lib. 4. pag. 63.) viz. that the presbyters firſt 
ordeyned by the Apoſtles, to labour the converſion of the people, 
had not any Biſhop among them. Moreover in denying the preſ- 
byters which aſ(ſifted the Biſhop , to be properly Paltors of that 
Hock which they fedd in comon; doth he not at vnawares weaken, 
one of his beſt arguments, framed by him againſt Lay-Elders? lib. 
1. pag. 117. for the governing Elders in the church of Geneva, are 
Paltors improperiy, ( as Beza ſheweth de grad: Miniſt. cap, 9. 
It therefore the Presbyters of Epheſus ( & conſequently the prel- 
byters mencioned, 1. Tim. 5. 17, being the ſame with thoſe of E- 
pheſus,AR. 20.28. as he profeſſeth, lib. 1. pag. 108; If I ſay theſe 
Presbyters ) were none otherwiſe Paſtors then improperly; why 
might they not be Lay-Elders? or how could they be properly Mt- 
niſters of the word (as he mainteyneth) it they were not properly 
Paſtors? In the anſwer , which himſelfe maketh to the laſt of his 
queſtions; lieth the weight of all that yeilderh him any advantage. 
And fince it inquireth alrogither de fafto (what was done ) and not 
a jure, ( what in right ought to be done ) vnlciſe he had kept him- 
{clfe within the rimes of the Apoſtles, and grounded his aſſumprio 
upon ſuch records, as may aflure us of their approbation , he ar- 
gueth overweakely to conclude as he doth . 1x . that our pariſh aſ- 
ſemblies at this day, ought ro have one onely Presbyter, ( and not 
a Presbyterie to aſliſt their Paſtor ) becauſe ſuch an order was ta- 
ken, for thoic Churches which were multiplied , upon an increaſe 
of converts in citics and villages adjoyning. 2. that the firſt Prel- 
byrers were not(as Miniſters now arc) ſer over the flock converted 
onely, but over the whole citie and countrie tolabour their cover- 
ſion, becauſe upon the diviſio of cogregarions inthe dioceſe when 
each congregation hed her Presbyter to attend it;the Biſhop of the 
Citic and his Presbyteric had 2 general! ſuperiatendengic over all, 
not 


Part 2. 'D. Downames defence oc, Zib,'y, 
not onely to govern them, and their Presbyrers;bur alſo tolabour 
the converſion of the reſt. And doth not himſclte weaken the con- 
ſequence of his owne reaſoning? when he telleth ns ( lib. 3. cap. r. 
ſe. 9. ) that the Churches of former times ( before Conſtantines 
daies ) were not in all things eſtabliſhed and ſerled according to 
their defires;fbr 17 1ime of perſecution their government 44 not altvases (uch 
4 they would, but ſuch as they could attame unto. But how proveth he, 
that which he afſameth for a truth not to be contradifed? viz. 1. 
that upon the firft diviſion of congregations, the ancient Mother- 
Church onely, had her presbytcric to aſſiſt the Biſhop , the reſt of 
the Churches having each of them one onely Presbyter : and 2. 
that the Biſhops Presbyrerie in office and charge differed from the 
reſt of the Presbyters in this; that the presbyrers were reſtreyned 
to the feeding of their particular Churches; & the Presbytery aſſ- 
ſicd the Bithop; in procuring the conyerſio of ſuch as yet remained 
in infidelity, 


It isa knowne truth confeſſed by the DoRor,that when chur-+SeA, rx; 


ches were multiplied in Aſia, after $. Paul had preached & placed 
Presbyters at Epheſus (and that with an inten as he conceiveth 
to work out the converſion oſall Aſia, by the labour of thoſe Pres- 
byrers )each Church was made <quall with the Mother-Church of 
Epheſus, in this, that as ſhe,ſo they had,(nort one onely presbyrer, 
bur ) a presbyterie togither with a Biſhop; or Preſident to governe 
them, For he teacheth our of his text ( Apoc. 1. 20. ) that the 7. 
churches of Aſia , had each of them her Presbyterie and a Biſhop 
entitled by the name of an Angell: moreover, he, acknowledgeth: 
=_ chap. 7. pag. 23.) that Timothy and Titus (who were as he. 
ich Biſhops, the one of all Aſia, the other of all the Churches in 
Creete) were to ordeyne Presbyters in the ſeverall cities; and thar 
by Pauls direRion, aſwell by letrer as example; and addeth, that 
he nowhere readeth, that they aſſigned ſcverall Presbyrers to their 
ſeverall Cures , Eyther in citie or countrie. - So then it is cleare by 
the DoRors own confeſſis, that how many Churches ſoever were 
multiplied within the epiſcopall charge of Timothy & Tirus, they 
all had(& by Pauls dire&ion ought to haue )apresbyterie,and nor 
a ſingle presbyter in any place to attend them. Wherefore for the 
better manifeſtation ( I ſay not of the Do&ors wiſdome, but ) of 
the truth or falſhood of his 2. aſſertions mentioned in the end of 
the former (cRi6; though I preſume nor — oppoſe hum, yet I _ 
15 
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his reſolution in theſe fewe quzſtions. Were not the Epiſtles to 
Timothy and Titus written to informe all Biſhops ( even Dioceſan 
Bithops if there were any ſuch ordeyned by the Apoſtles)and their 
ſucceſſors unto the worlds end how to exerciſe their funRion, aſ- 
well in reſpe& of ordination, as of juriſdiftion ? ſee this maintey= 
ned , lib. 4- Def. pag. 75. 83. & 85: if then theſe epiſtles gave thE 
no direRion for the placing of a ſingular Presbyter, but rather for 
the ordeyning of a ( Presbyteric, or) company of Presbyters, for 
thoſeChurches,that were(or ſhould be)multiplicd in their charge: 
doth it not follow that every dioceſa Biſhop,ought to have a Preſs 
byterie, (& not one Presbyter onely) ro every Church that ſhould 
grow up in his Dioceſe ? If he ſhall ſay that the Apoſtles charge 
of ordeyning many Presbyters for one Church , was limited to ci- 
ties, is it not in effec ro deny, that the Apoſtle gave them, any dire. 
Rion for dioceſan Biſhops ; how to furniſh the Churches of their 
dioceſe? Burt was the Apoftles care onely for cities, and not for 
country-townes ? Or did he appoint the Biſhop,and Presbyrers of 
cities to labour the converſion of the townes and villages, and yer 
give them no inſtruſtis how to ſertle a Miniſterie amog them?muſt 
dioceſan Biſhops ferch their patterne, for the right way of cſtabli- 
ſhing particular Churches within their Dioceſe, from Damaſus his 
pontificall, and the praRiſe of Euariſtus and Dyoniſius, that were 
Biſhops of Rome, and not from the writings of the Apoſiles? Ifir 
muſt needs be ſoy yer how ſhall this one poore ſentence (Presbyte- 
ris Rome , titulos diviſit Euariſtus ) give warrantiſe unto theſe al- 
ſertions ? 1. Thatcachticle was a diſtin& Church . 2. That cach 
title had one onely Presbyter and no more aſſigned to ir, 3. that 
thoſe Presbyters were ( as he ſaith, ſerm. pag. 46.8 yo. ) Paſtors 
ſevered from the Biſhop , as no part of his presbyterie that aſſiſted 
him in his Dioceſan government. 4. Thar beſides thoſe presbyters 
fo diſtributed to their cures, there were others which remayned 
with the Biſhop, as afſiſtants unto him in the MotHer-church. Till 
theſe particulars be ſupported with better proofes, then yet the 
DoRor hath produced; I doubt not but the diſcreere reader will 
fee , he was ledd/by prejudice rather then by any ſound reaſon, whe 
he pronounced it an undiſgeſted fancie, to affirme, that as every 
pr inthe Apoſtics times. had x{o now. it ought to 
ye a presbyrerie togoverne it. 

But, ſay he could prove by invincible arguments, that the pa. 
rilh-allemblics 
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riſh-aſſemblies which are multiplied in every Dioceſe, © to 
have one onely presbyrer , and not a presbyterie, as the firſt chur- 
ches had, which were planted in citics by the Apoſtles; how will he 
ever be able to make good , that difference which he putteth, be- 
rweene the presbyters of pariſh Churches, and the presbyteric of 
the Mother-church, when he giveth ro the later, and denicth to 
the former , the dutie of labouring the converſion of all , that ey» 
ther in citic or country, remaine eſtranged frum the faith ? It is 
before obſerved that in his conceit,the presbyters of Epheſus were 
placed by S. Paul to indeavor the converſion of all Afia,as farre as 
they were able: and yet nevertheleſſe, he giveth to the ſeverall preſ. 
byreries of other cities, as Smyrna, Pergamus, Thyatira &c. the 
charge of converting all within their Dioceſe. Now if the generall 
charge of the whole nations converſion, firſt caſt upon the presby- 
reric of one cheife citic, be no barre againſt the presbyrers of other 
cities, to deny them the like charge , for the reſt of each citic and 
country adjoyning , why ſhould the Dioceſan charge of any pre(- 
byrerie, in any one citic,debarre the presbyrers eſtabliſhed in cou- 
rrey rownes, that imbrace the goſpell betore ſome others, from in- 
deavoring the converſion of the reſt in the ſame rowne, and the 
hamlett adjoyning ? It he have any teſtimonie (divine or humane, 
ancient or moderne) to juſtify this difterence, why doth he over- 
paſſe them in filence? If he hare none, is it not as indiſgeſted a 
fancie, as ever was broached by a man of learning? And to come 
to our owne times , ſince there is in many Dioceles, great ſcarcity 
of able Teachers , and the Door is perſwaded that without the 
word preached , men ordinarily cannot atteyne to ſalvation ; no 
nor yet to any degree thereof in this life (viz.neyther to an effeu- 
all vocation, nor to juſtification, or ſanctification, as he teacheth 
elſewhere . (ſerm. of the dignitie and ductie of the Miniſters, pag, 
27. ) I would faine knowe whe there are that ſtand charged, by of- 
fice and dutic ro labour the vocation of (uch, as have not any able 
preacher ſet over them? Whether the Biſhop and his presbyrerie; 
or the preachers that are licenſed for the Dioceſe, or the Idol-mi- 
niſters onely, that have charge of ſoules in thoſe places comitred 
to them? For why ſhould not the Biſhop & Presbyterie ſtand char- 
ed, with the office and duerie of labouring their vocation at this 
| ; if ir did of old belong to their office, ro work our the” con- 
verſion of fuch as remayned-in 7 and yet why thould they 
| 2 beare 
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beare the burthen of this work, ſince there are many other preach . 


ers, authorized for the Dioceſe; and the Idol-miniſters are by their 


inſticution ro their benefices as deeply charged , with the care of 
ſouls in their places, as any of the moſt able preachers ? Againe, 
if all licenced preachers ought in dutic to lend their help for this 
work; how (hall this dutie ( of labouring to reduce vnbeleeyers to 
the faich ) diſtinguiſh rhe office of the ancient Presbyters, firſt or- 
deyncd by the Apoſtles, from the funion & charge of Miniſters, 
which now are allotted to their ſeverall Cures ? but if the cure of 
fouls: which is comitted to fuch Idols, doe diſcharge all others fro 
the bond of this dutic , how ſhall the people vnder their charge be 
brought vnto ſalvation? It cometh to my remembrance at length, 
that the DoRor ſaith, our divines in the vniverſitics, are ordeyned 
( as the firſt Presbyters were ) to the nationall Church in comonz 
before they be aſſigned to their peculiar ticles or cures( ſerm. pag. 

50. in the Margin ) ſhall the burthen of this work relie on their 
ſhoulders? I hope thar in his next defenſe, he will clearely reſolve 
us of theſe doubtes; meane while, he muſt give both Retuter and 
Reader ( I think ) leave to think , that the office ang charge of our 
Miniſters now affixed to their cures, is altogither the ſame, with 
the charge of thoſe preaching Elders, which were planted in the 
firſt Apoſtolical Churches,to feed the flock that dependeth on the? 
(Ads 20. 28. 1. pet.s5. 2, )}& that the converſion of Infidels then, 
was none otherwiſe a work of the office of thoſe Presbyters, then 
it is the dutic of our Miniſters now, to labour the yocatio of thoſe, 
which in pariſhes adjoyning to the doe want the ordinaric meanes 
of their ſalvation. The propoſition therefore, and the aſſumption 
of his firſt argument ( before propounded ſeR. 4. ) being tound 
weak, and deſtitute of any ſtay, ſufficient to uphold them, we are 
now to ſec; if his ſecond argument, be of any more worth to inferre 
that concluſio which he indeavoureth to juſtify. viz. that the Pres- 
byreries ordeyned by the Apoſtles, were appointed not to pariſhes, 
but co Dioceſes. 


Chap. 3. Removing the ſecond argument propoſed by the Doftoy 
10 prove , that the Preſbyteries ordeyned by the Apoſtles, Were ap» 
powted unto Diecrſes ; and not #6 Pariſhes. 


cap.4, ag. Is ſecond argument, Mr DoRor himſelf hath thus framed 
—— $V hen the Churches Were wot divided into ſeveral Pariſhes,nor Preſ- 


byiers 
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tr: aſſigned to their ſeverall T wles or (ines ; but were in comon to attend 

whole flock , feeding them that, Were already converted , and labowrivg 
the converſion of the reſt, ſs farre as they are able both in citie and comyy: the 
Were mos the Preſoyteries appointed to Pariſhes , but to Dioceſes. 

tn the Apoſtles times the Churches were not divided mto ſeverall Pariſhu 
ec. Ergo mm the eApoitles times the Preſbyteries were not appointed 
to Pariſhes but to Diccefes . We fee here, how he hath himfelf 
framed ir, now he telleth us how his Refuter ,after his perpetuall man- 
'wer propounded the propoſitio connexively thus, 7f the pariſhes were 
not di/Frnguiſhed im the Apeſi les times , nor the Preſbyters aſſigned to their 
ſeverall tules or cures; but in comon Were to attend the whole flock converted, 
or t0 labour the converſion of the reſidue: then the Preſbyters in the eApoitles 
times Were not appointed for pariſhes but for dioceſes. Ws it a fault in the 
Refuter (trow ye ) to propound the propoſition connexively with 
'aſtriteye to the words of his ſermon ? and is it praiſeworthy in 
the NoCtortoexchange it for an other conexive propoſitis,where- 74,.n,n 
in he alſo made a change of one phraſe, for his advantage ; for ha- changerh 2 
ving at the firſt ſayd that inthe Apoſtles times, Pariſhes were not di- phraſe for 
fimguiſhed, now he faith, the Churches in their times Were not divided into advantage, 
ſeverall pariſhes ; which later may be troe, and yet the former falſe,as 
we ſhall ſee anon , when we come to his aflumption. But (as a man 
full of charges) he chargeth his Refuter with a worſe fault, viz.the 
feppreſſing of the force of the connexion , as it inferreth they vere appointed to 
Dreceſes , in l:aving out (as he ſaith) the \Wwordes of the greateſt force, wv12., 
that, they vere appornted to labour the converſion of thoſe that, belong to God, 
&e.A worſe fault in deed, were it truc;but hath he noother way ro, 
diſgrace his Refur: then by fo falſe a calumniation as this is? doth his "5. ug 
he nor faithfully fet downe his owne wordes, to wit, that the Pref- 1yniateth, 
byrers were to attend the whole flock converted, and to labour the 
converſion of the reſidue? In deed, for brevitie ſake he omitred the 
words following((6 farre as they ſh1nld be able both mn the citie + countries 
adioyrwng:) but doth not himſelf vic the like abbreviation, pag. 66. Th.naa 
lin. ule. pag. 67. lin. ante penult, and 68. lin. 14? Bur though I +, argumer 
comend him nor for thi+; yer I cannot but praiſe him for ſpeaking is but a 
the truth,in ſaying, that, the force of his connexion, as it inferreth they were beggerly 
#ppointed to Duceſes, heth in this, that, they were appointed to labour the ch. © yo mg 
verſion of thoſe that belonged 10 God, ſs fiore as they were able both in the citie DE 
and'n the countries adioyning. For this maketh good, what before was 4 edin the 
wuched ( cap. 2. ſeR. 3. ) (cz. that his - arguments but a beg. Remen, 
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gerly repetition of the ſame point, which he urged in the former, 
And ſeing in his reply, pag. 74. (to his Refuters objeRing ir an cr- 
rour before refuted) he maketh no other defence then this; that. be 
bth provedit to bt an evident truth cþ diſcovered the nes of their indg- 
went that deny it; It were ſufficient to ſend him back for his anſwere, 
ro that which hath bene already ſpoken, to ſhew the weaknes of his 
defenſe . Yet to take from him all evaſions ; as I wiſh the reader to 
ſce what is further obſerved touching the ſtate of this argumenr. 
({e&.14.)ſo I refuſe not to examine, what he hath brought,cyther 
in maintenance of his owne argument , or in removing his Refu- 
ters anſwer. +» : 

His propoſition (as he hath ſetit) ſcemerh to be ( as he ſaith ) of 
neceſſary and evident truth , and well may it ſeeme ſo to him; bur all 
thinges are not ſo as they ſceme; yetit his reaſons be of any worth, 
I will graunt him a ſeeming truth in it, Firſt he asketh how the 
Presbyters could be aſligned to ſeverall Pariſhes when there were 
no pariſhes diſtinguiſhed? And 2.it they were appointed tolabour 
the converſion of all that belonged ro God , in the citie and coun- 
trey , how were they not appointed to dioceſes? Behold here, how 
the DoRor is driven to difioynt his propofitio, (like as he doth al- 
ſo pag. 70. lin, 2- & 6.) and toprove the part thereof a part .Why 
then doth he count his Refuter (Def. lib. 1. pag. 148.) to be no 
better then a groſlſe headed Sophiſter for the like courſe? and why 
then did he not divide it at the firſt into 2. members, the one con- 
cluding that the presbyters were not appointed to pariſkes; & the 
other, that they were appointed unto dioceſes ? Burt (once againe 
to return him his owne)what cannot he bring within the compaſſe 
of one of his ſyllogiſmes? Now to anſwer his queſtions ; touching 
the firſt, be it freely confeſſed , that when Pariſhes were not at all 
diſtinguiſhed, Presbyters could not be afligned to ſeveral Pariſhes, 
But if the Do&or had not departed from the words of his propa. 
fition (whether crafcily or careleſly, I leave it to his owne conſci. 
ence ) I would flatly have refuſed to aſſent to his connexion: for 
the Presbyters ordeyned by the Apoſtles might be aſligned unto 


pariſh:s ; (thatis to ſay, the Churches unto which the Presbyters 


were aſſigned, might be each of them one particular congregatio) 
alchough che Churches planted by the Apoſtles, were not as yerdi. 
vided into ſeverall pariſhes, or diſtin& congregations. And tothe 
ſecond connexi6 propounded after the ſame miner, which he Fan. 
et 
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eth in his Refacer with an F, in ſtzad of #ber , which word his 
tion imbraceth; I anſwer as b<fore to the propofirion of his 
mer argument ({c&. 4. cap. 2.) It doth not follove, that the 
Presbyters were appointed to Dioceſes , ( that is , to dioceſi chur- 
ches ſuch as ours) althoughit ſhould be graunterh, thar they were 
appointed to labour the converſion of all that belonged ro God 
both in citie and countrey, 

Neyther doe his queſtions that follow, give him the leaſt releife, 
to juſtify this conſequence which I diſclaim, Ir ſemeth his meaning 
is to perſwade his Reader , that the denyall of his conſequence will 
inforce his Refurter to father this fancie z that all the people which 
belonged to God in the citic and countrie & were afterwards con- 
yerred, belonged to one pariſh, And the abſurditic hereof ( ke ho» 
peth ) will appeare by this; that after their converſion, they were 
divided into many pariſhes both in cirie and countrie. For anſwer, 
1. I alk why it ſhould be more abſurd to ſay,thatthe people of one 
pariſh may be ( or were ) divided into many pariſhes , then to ſay, 
that the people of one Church or Dioceſe may be & were diſtribu- 
tcd into many Dioceſes or Churches ? but he is much deceived if 
he think, that the denyall of his conſcquence, will drive us to ac- 
knowledge , that all the people which in an whole citic & countrie 
delengades God as being ordeyned to life and in time to be con- 
yerted, were to be reckoned one pariſh. For it is flatly denyed, that 
they did before their converſion, belong vnto any pariſh, or viſi- 
ble Church at all. And it is a blind fancie in the DoRor trothink, 
that becauſe they belonged to God in his ele&ion, therefore they 
belonged to the Citie-church ; tor how ſhould they be members 
of any viſible Church or congregation; which yer were drowned in 
atheiſme and infidelicie? yet, as if he had ſufficiently fortified the 
propoſition or conſequence of his owne argument he leaveth it;8 
mdeavoreth to take from his Refuter the ground whereon he ſtan- 
deth in contradiRing his concluſion: for he ſeemerh to grant that 
at the firſt all the Chriſtians in the Citic and Countrie being afſem. 
bled rogither; could make but a ſmall congregation « but he de. 

mandeth how they could be of one pariſh, before there was any 
| pariſh at all?doe you not ſee the DoRor is wiſe enough to make his 
gaine well for his own advantage, when he hath a in hand, 


that will give him all that he aſkerh? for in eff he ſaith, grant me; The Do&, 
but thus muchthat there was not any pariſhatallin the Apoſtles beggerh,, 
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times; and then I can juſtify my deniall of your conſequence, when - 
you thus reaſon, that all the Chriſtians in one citie & the countrie 
adjoyning,at the firſt were but as one pariſh, becauſe they were-bue 
a imall congregation, heu they were all gathered as His 
hſt refuge is to tell us, he hath before proved, that t 
UeChurch,and of the Biſhop or Presbyteries charge, was the ſame 
in purpoſe and intention ar the firſt, when they were but a few, 
which it was afterwards in execution, when all were converted;but 
this diſcovereth the nakednes of his cauſe , that inforceth him to 
lay hold on ſo bare a covering; as I have ſhewed this to be in the 
anſwer to his third Chapter and 6.ſe&ion. 


A Reply wonty + 'Lib. tr," 


Circuite of 


We have ſeen how weak his ſtaics are, whereon his propoſition 


leaneth, but for his aſſumption he provideth much more weakely. 
ft is that, (ſaith he) which the Refarer bimſelfe boldeth. Bur this defenſe 


TheDoA. (fay I) is ſuchas the DoRor himſctte contradiQeth (. pag. 74.) 
coradicte and proveth to be a foule vntruth delivered not of ignorance, bur 
erh hunlclt ao:jnſt the light of his owne conſcience. For there he acknowled- 


A 3. folde 
tricke of 
cunning 
zo tacD. 


geth that in his aſſumpti6,the Refurer findeth one error repeated, which 
was before noted (concerning the end ot the Presbyrers ordination ) 
& chargeth alſs the maine poants in t to be altogither void of truth . Bur let 
us heare what it is, which he ſaith his Refuter holdeth; Forſooth, 
that. there were wot in any Church mary pariſhes in the eApoſtles times, Wel 
bur can he fro hence conclude, thar his Refuter joyneth with him 
in his whole aſſumption ? Nay rather we may ſee a threefold trick 
of cunning in the DoRor,namely,in changing the firſt braunch of 
his aſſumprion , in juſtifying it by his Refurers allowance; and in 
concealing the other parts of his aſſumption, 1. hechangeth the 
firſt braunch, becauſe he could neyther challenge any allowance of 
it from his Refuter,nor yet yeild any ſufficient reaſ6to juſtify it a-, 

ain{t him in that ſenſe , that he taketh pariſhes in this controver= 
F.For he knoweth that his Oppoſites define a pariſh to be a parti- 
cular ordinarie or ſet congregation of Chriſtians , aſſembling in 
one place to the ſolemne fervice of God,( ſee pag. 4. of his ſermoay 
And that his Refurer holdeth the ancicnt Churches to be partſhes, 
becauſe ( although their multitude were great in ſome places, yer ) 
each of them was one diſtin& aſſemblic 
matters, by their owne Presbyters ( ſee an{wer, pag . 58. and this 
Defenſe, lib. 2. p.74. \Wherefore, to (ay, that there were no ſuch 
pariſhes diſtinguiſhed in the Apoſtles times , is all one as a” 
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that in their eimes there were any diſtin& con tons or afſem- 
blics, which ordiaarilic (if they were not by ſufficient cauſes hin- 
dred, for this exception himſelf raketh notice of (Def. pag. 83.) afe 
ſembled rogither in one place to the ſolemne ſervice of God &c. 
ke chought it wifdome therefore to let goe this point, and totene 
der another in ſtead thereof, which might paſſe without control. 
« ment, viz. tht. in the eApoftles tianes,the {"burchbe: vere not divided into 
ſeverallyeriſhes. Bur this argueth againR, rather then for the D; for- 
ſcing Churches which are not divided into ſeverall pariſhes ( or ti- 
tles and cures for theſe are one and the ſame in the DoRors phraſe 
of ſpeaking ) doe make bur one ordinary congregation of Chriſti. 
ans; -they muſt needs be pariſhes, to the Refuters vnderſtanding z 
yea to the DoR. alſo, as he delivereth the (tate of the queſtio(ſerm, 
ag. 4- ) 
: : 7 But why doth herelie for the proofe of his owne aſſertion 
upon his Refuters approbation?Is it norbecauſe in his owne judg- 
ment, there is no generall truth in it? which may appeare by his 
own exception; for in excepting the church of Alexadria, he much 
weakeneth not onely his aſlumptis, bur his whole argument. For 
it his ſtady for this defenſe hath brought him to know ( what hE 
knew not when he made the ſermon,as he acknowledgeth, pa. 93. 
to wit ) that pariſhes were diſtinguiſhed in Alexandria, long before 
Euariſtus his dayes, whom he {uppoſed to have been the firlt au- 
thor of that ordinance;why may nor his traveile for the next bring 
bim to find out ſome better evidence, then he hath yer artceined to, 
for the like diſtribution, made in ſome other Churches: yea, he 
hath already cold us ( pag 50. ) that it is more then probable,that 
the 7. Churches of Aſia atthe time of writing the Revelation con- 
teyned diverſe congregations. ( [ce for this point alſo ſeR. 14.) 
And among other reaſons to make good that probability, he ob 
ferveth,that (beſides the Churches and Presbyters that Paul & Pee 
t: r had ferled in Afia )S. Iohn alfo preached the goſpell , in thoſe 
parts for many yeares, & ordeyned Biſhops and Presbyters where 
nced was. Bur if chere be any truth in that which his argum: nt 
preſu»poſerh ( ro wit, that in the Apoſtles times, the Presbyterics 
were not appoired :0 pariſh-s, becauſe there was not in any church 
many pariſh:sin cher dajies : why then ſhould'there not be ſome 
probability ((uffi-:ent atleaſt to weaken the conſequence of his ar- 
gumcnc ) in the coarary aſlertion ( viz. that ſome Presbyrtcries 
F cm.ghr 
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might be appointed unto Pariſhes; ſeing ſome Churches, ( as that 
of Algxandria for certaintie, and thoſe 7 in Aſia, in very great pro- 
babilitic)were even in the Apoſtles times diſtinguiſhed mto ſeveral 
riſhes. 

£ 3. As for the reſt of the branches of his Aſſumption; when he 
ſhould make proofe of them, he wholly ſilenceth them (not of ig« 
norance or forgetfulnes,but)vuf purpole, becauſc he found it eaſier 
to wrangle with his Refuter , about (ome parts of his anſwet, then 
ro propole any ſound argument ; for the juſtifying of the points 

impugned; which is indeed the perpetuall courte of chis great dif- 

puter for the moſt part. 

But let us ſee wherher he hath fo juſt cauſe as he ſuppofeth, to- 
inſult over his Refurer, when he ſaith (to ler paſſe his ſcoffs more'fir 
for a vice in a play then a Door of divinitic,in re tam ſeria as this 
js) that his Refuter Wrangleth & as a man confounded , yet reſolved,to £5 
tradilt, though «gamſt the bgRrof his conſcience, deniath the concluſion, cos 
rradifteth bum ſr The contradiction objefed, will come to be 
examined, in his defenſe of the Aſſumption. All thatis ſayd to wea- 
ken the conſequence or propoſition, he taketh to be but a bare de- 
niall of the concluſion. And firſt he ſo conceiveth of his quzſtiory 
(whar if every one of the Charches then, were but one pariſh &c.) 
becauſe he cannot ſec , how it impugneth the conſequence, iv'any 
reſpe& . But had he had ſo much charitie rowards his Refuter as 
he would have ycelded ro himfelfe , he might have ſupplied thar 
which the ſtate of the queſtion , and the ſcope of his anſwer requi- 
reth, to be neceſſarily underſtood q. d. what if ( though that were 
granted which he {uppoſeth) every one of the Churches then were 
but one pariſh, which by reaſo of the multitude of people had ma- 
ny Teachers? ſo he might have ſcen , that he impugneth his conſe- 
quence; (o farre as it 1nferrerh, that the Presbyteries were not ap- 
pointed unto pariſhes : and that therefore, he both wrongeth bim 
to ſay,that in that reſpe& he giverh it no anſwer at all; and ſporterh 
himſclfe in yaine with the hope of a viorie that turneth to his ru- 
ine. For his queſtion rightly conceived (as before is ſhewed)doth 
in plaine phraſe of ſpeaking import thus much. q. d. Be it granted 
that pariſhes in the Apoſtles rimes , were not diſtinguiſhed in any 
citic and the country nere adjoyning, nor presbyters aſſigned to 
their (everall cures? this nothing hindreth , but that every one of 
the Churches, which by their ordination injoyed a presbyrerie (or 
company 
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companie of teachers ) might be one pariſh; that is, one ordinarie 
congregation of Chrittians aſf-mbling togither, in one place . And 
that which is added touching the French & Dutch Churches, ſer- 
veth (not to prove the maine conclufion,as the DoRor ſuppoſeth, 
therein miſtaking his Refurers Analyſis; but) to juſtify the deniall 
of the confequence,by a paralel comparing thoſe outlandiſh chur- 
ches , here in England, with the ancient Apoſtolike Churches in 
this manner; 

Itis well knowne that the French and Dutch Churches here in 
England have firlt a presbyterie or company of Teachers allotted 
to them, 2. no pariſhes diſtinguiſhed in any citic for them, 3. nor 
presbyrers ſo aſligned to their ſeveral cures,as our pariſh Miniſters 
are . Be it alſo graunted that the Apoſtolike Charches in cities had 
the like : yer the French and Dutch Churches are, (neyther doth 
the want of diſtin& parithes,and presbyrers aſſigned to their ſeve- 
rall cures, hinder their being ) cach of them, one pariſhionall (& 
not a dioceſan ) aſſembly, that is , one ordinarie congregation of 
Chriſtians,aſſembling togither in one place, Why then might nor 
thoſe Apoſtolike Churches be, yea how ſhould the want of diſtin& 
pariſhes 8&c. hinder theirlike being? If the DoRor will needs have 
the compariſon brought into aſyllogiſm, it may be thus framed. 

What, kmdreth not the French & Dutch Churches, which bere in En- * 
gland, have a preſbyterit (or company of T eachers) allutred to them; from be- 
mg each of thens one pariſh1mall aſſembly : that, cannot binder the + Apoſto. 
licke Churches, which in (ities mjoyed their preſbyterie(or company of T each- 
ers) from being each of them, one pariſhonall aſſembly. 

T be want of diſtwift pariſhes , and preſpyters ſo aſſigned to their ſeverall 
Cures 44 Our p wilh- Miniiters are; doth not hinder the French or Dutch 
Churches Which herein Engl md bave a preſbyterie(or company of T eachers) 
allotted to theme, from being each of them, one pariſhonall aſſembly, 

T herefore, the like vant, cannot hinder the Apoſtolike Churches, which 
3 cities, injoyed, their preſbyterie (or company of T eacher:) from being each 
of chem, one pariſhonall aſſembly, 


As for his cavils againſt his owne Argument, framed (I will not SeR. 5} 


ſay, for the nonce to cavill withall, but) vpon a miſtake of his Re- 
fuaters meaning; though I might paſſe by them, as nor dire&ly 
touching any,part of the argument before contrived; yer becauſe 
they contradict ſome pointes implied in rhe compariſon, I will re. 
move them our of the way, leaſt _ one ſhould tonble at _ 
z Fir 
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Firſt therefore, whereas he hunteth after ſorne differences be- 
teen the Apoſtolike Churches,and the French or Dutch Church. 

es here if England ( thereby to ſhew that they are not cf like Gon- 

dirion, as the Returtcrs compariſon 1importeth) 1 anſwer, 2, rife 

DuR-vr cannot be ignorant , that compariſun; arc not to Þe rac- 

ked beyond the purpoſe of the Author that produceth them; neys 

ther is he ſo ſimple, bur that he may ſee his Refurer principally in- 

tended herein ro compare the Apoſtolike Churcines,with the Frech 

and Dutch Churches; that as the later have; (o alſo the former had, 

by reaſon of the multicude of people many teachers to atrend the 

and yet remayncd one Church aſſembly , nor diſtributed into fee 
verall congregarions , vnder ſeverall Miniſters , Herein therefore, 
(if the compariſon holde, ( a3 himfclfe confefſeth and arguerh for 
his adrancage,pag. 74- 75-) ?ll the ditfcrenecs that he alledgeth 
(were.they as many moe as they are)cannor contradi&,or infringe 
the truth of the Refuters ſpeach, when he ſaith, dre you nor ſee the bike 

& the French and Dutch churches bere in England . 2. But what arc the 
diſagreements which he kath found out? For the moſt part ſuch 

as are now queſtioned concerning the Apoſtolike Churches; for he 

ſaith , Thew Preſbyterie conſiſteth for the moſt part of Lay-men placed «- 

wmong us, not with purpoſe to convert enher the ('111e or countrie to thews, but 

, 48 atiend them of ther owne ( buych: whereas contrary Yrsſe, the {huches 

t» the Apoſtles times, had a Biſhop and « Prefyterie of learned men placad 4- 

wong Them ;, (a4 leaven is put into the lump) with purpoſe to covert the vel 
both in (tie and (ountrie. As if he would argue, that they agree not 

in the points aſſumed by the Refurer for his purpoſe; becauſe they 

anſwere not his cxpeRation in the particulars, which his imagina- 

tion aſcribeth (though his arguments cannot conyeigh them ) to 

the Apoſiolike Churches, As for thatother differencefviz.that the 

French Church in Londen is but one, among many prefcling 

the ſame religion, whereas the Apofliolike Charches were nor (0, 

The DoR, before the duviſion of pariſhes, but planred among heathen peo 
Meck  P!e)though he make ira cheife onezyer is it frivolous and of no va 

+ Ilue, eſpecially ſcing himſclfe ( pag- 72.) compareth the French 
wich the Churches here with thoſe ancicne Chriſhans, who dwelt in Cirics 
one hand, repleniſhed with men of another faith , (as with Arrians), as ours 

waathe he with men ofanorher language. 

lerrerhup 2 And here by the way obſerve , how the DoQor at mawares, 


with che pulleth downe with the one hand,y hat he (etreth vp with the other. 
Ouch. bor 


CLE Uo gay WY. TT 1 ; * 


Part 2. D. Downames defence Oe Zib.-1, 


For againſt this compariſon, (berween thofe churches that lived a» 
mong the Arrians, and the French Churches among us) alleadged 
to prove that the later are (as he faith the former were) models of 
doceſan Churches : I may returue tis owne exceptions, thus 
The Fench Churches cannot be Madcls of dioceſan Churches,like 
as he ſappoſerh the other were; becauſe their Presbytery conſilteth 
for the moſt part of lay-men , and wanteth a Bithop which they 
had; ncirher are they placed and reccined,for the converſion of the 
citiz and countric to them, as ( inthe Doctors conceit ) the anci- 
ent Churches among the Arrians were; for otherwiſe how ſhould 
they be converted? as he argueth, pag. 67, 


And this alſo ( by the way ) weakneth his arguing, to ſhew that Sc. 6. 


the French andDutch Churches among us,are no pariſh aſlemblics. 
For if they be neither dioce{an nor models of dioceſan Churches, 
what elſe can they be then pariſhes; ſuch ar leaſt, as the Refuter in 
this queſtion, etteemetrh ro be pariſhes , or pariſhonall Churches, 
2. But in this pomt, he ſheweth himſelf what he is; when knowing 


(asis before noted ſe&.3.) in what ſenſe, the Refuter holdeth thoſe Ihe Do. 


nowing 
the Refur, 


ſpeak i 
ours now are, deprived of the power of eccleſiaſticall government, — 


and ſubordinate to an other Church, as members thereof; to his flieth ro an 
exceptions therefore, in this behalfe this reply may ſuffice ., That other. 


Churches and the ancient Apoſtolike Churches, tobe pariſhes; he 
doth notwithſtanding flic to another ſort of pariſhes, viz. ſach as 


which is one Church among many in one citiczis one pariſh or one 
congreeartion, ſuch as (in this queſtion-} we define a pariſh to be. 
But the French Church in London is one Church among many in 
one citic, (as the Door acknowledgeth, p.71) It is therefore one 
pariſh , as wee underftand a pariſh in this queſtion . Againe, That 
which hindreth nor the french and dutch Churches among vs, fre 
being,cach of them, one ordinary congregation, aſſembling to one 
place for the worſhip of God: doth not hindex them from being 
cach of them , one pariſh: (as we take a pariſh in this queſtion) Bur 
the DoRors cxceprions (viz. that the members of the French and 
Dutch Churches doe dwel in many diſtin& pariſhes, (according to 
_ thecircunt of our Engliſh diviſion of pariſhcs, in London and o- 
ther places ) aud that their Churches arc indowed with power of 
ecclefiaſticall government,a::d not ſubordinate to another Church 
as members thereof, theſe exceprions (1 ſay ) doe not hinder the 
French and Dutch Churches among = from bcing cach of them, 
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one ordinarie congregation, aſſembling to one place for the wor. 

. ſhip of God. Therefore neyrher doe they hinder them , from be. 

- ing each of them , one pariſh, as we take a pariſh in this queſtion. 

As for thar one (peach inſerced, touching the French and Datch 

Churches (when he ſaith, they have a Preſbyterie as the Church of Gene- 

va bath, to ſupply the want of a Biſh»p , which once they bad and ſtill might 

have, in an imitation of the ancient Chriftiatans ) me thinks it ſcarce (a- 

'yourcth of truth, or at lcaſt argueth forgetfulnes in himſelfe. For 

The DoR, If that he ſpeakerh; of having a Biſhop once in efe , and ll in poſſe, 
ſpeach ci- , be referred gothe French and Dutch Churches here in England; 
ener is vn-*\where doth Alaſco ſay, that they once had a Biſhop? and how kno- 
hens _ weth he that our Biſhops would ſuffer them to have in each church 
<a Cae a Biſhop of their owne? If to the Church of Geneva; as he needeth 
not Alaſcoes teſtimonie, to prove that they once had a Biſhop; ſo in 

ſaying that they now might have a Biſhop , what elſe doth 6 bur 
contradi& here what he carneſtly plcadeth for, lib. 4.pag. 166viz. 


that, the Churches of France and Geneva, neyther in the firſt reformation © 
could, neytber now can obteyne the government of Biſhops, to be ſetled among | 
them,though they would; but it 1s no new thing to meet with the Do» ? 


Rors {lippings this way. 


KA... a4 Wecome now to the Refuters regeſtion; when he ſtriketh at the 
7 DoRor with his owne weapon in this manner ; 7f there Were no peri- | 


P- 79.8 b, ſhes in the ApoFHes times, bow cou'd there be Dioctſes ;, ſeing every Dioceſe, 


confiſteh of diverſe diſtin pariſhes? The DoRor telleth us, itis but 4 
flroriſh, - and 4 kind of anſwer that, beit firteth him that, is at, a non-plua, 
Bur it is well knowne that this kind of anſwer, is very uſuall with 
divines,nothing inferior to him,eyther in ſchoole learning or divi- 
nity;8& that, to contradi& any aſſertion belonging to the queſtion, 
aſwell as the concluſion principally controverted, doth not the I). 
know that it is the courſe held by Mr Sadeel 1n all his Theologicall 
& (cholaſticall diſputations? yea,it is in deed, of (peciall uſe,to put 
the adverſe part to a non-plus; or at leaſt to ler the indifferent Rea-» 
der ſee the weaknes of his argument and therefore no mervcile 
though the Doors patience be nor 2 little troubled with ic . Bur 


ſee we how he beſtirreth himſelfe to eſcape the ſtroak of it. Good | 
.Sir, Gaith he , what. is this to my conſequence > Againe, to what. end ' 


is this ſpoken, to deny my conſequence, or the maine concluſion? And alittle 
after, T berefore, then be would ſeeme to demie the conſi quence of the propo- 
fit ion, be doth not fo much 4s taxch ut; but by taking 4 ſappoſed advantage a» 
"9s | ef 
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g init the aſſumption, be dinieth the principall concinſion , ' Good Mr. De 
with your patience, is there no difference betwixt the deniall of the 
concluſion; and the retorting of an argument againſt it? And is ig 
nothing to you, if your maine conchults fall ro-the ground;: (0 that 
the conſequence of one of your arguments ſtand uprighe:? :yes; 
but it is a fault in the Refuter ; when. he would ſecme roimpugne 
yourconfequence, ' to pale by it, and roſer upon your conglutse, 
when you thought it had been ſufficiently garde +; Belike you 
looked nor for fuch a I at his -hands,, whom. you tooke 
to be amazed at the fight of your argument,(as you ſay; pag.71 ) 
and ſo ſh.ll»w concereed (when he is 1n his beſt wits ) thar (if we may 
beleeve you, pa. 80. )be can ſee ns further then his noſe end. Yet perhaps 
if you had ſeene your conſequence rouched: by the foriper part of 
Kis anſwer, you would not have blamed him 4 for running gut a- 
gainſt your concluſion ; before he gave the onſet to your aflump« 
tion . Bur ( to ler your fcoffs alone ) tell us m-good earneſt, doe 
you think your conſequence is altogither out of the reach of this 
his regeſtion, as you call ir? doth it not rather fall with the conclus 
ſion? for how could Presbyteries be apponnred to Dioceſes, when 
there were none? If therefore the want of diſtin& pariſhgs jn the. 
Apoſtles times, doe argue that there were no dioceſes; doth-ir ne-, 
ceſſarily argue alſo, that the Presbyteries ordeyned by the Apoſtles, 
were not appointed to dioceſes? But the Doctor we ſee is a man of 
that courage, that though he foreſee he cannot long eſcape his ad-- 


"_ 
*+ 


The, 
£th trom 


verſaries hands; yet he will fly from oneſtarting hale to anoaher,,,,,.. a... 
till he be har out of all. For he telleth us, his conſequence 153 this, tiny hole 


7f there Were no pariſhes, then the preſbyteries werenat appomed to prriſher; to another 


but he knoweth | need not tell him , that thar1s nocall; h= ſhogild Il he be 


have added, bur 50 di-ceſes. And for us it ſutficeth, if one part. of his ſhur our of 
conſequence be overthrowne , for the other will fall of ir ſelfe af. *** 


terwardes. Againe, I maſt tel[fhiim,that howſoever his conſequece; 
as he hath now with his detra&ion propoſed it) may.Rerhe invitt« 


cible; yet himſelfe (ſuch is his happ) hath ſhewed usa way how toy 


cruſhic. For if the want of diſtin pariſhes in the Apoſtles times 
will argue ( as1s afore ſhewed )-riat the presbyteries were not ap- 
poin'ec to dioceſes; then it will alſo argue that they were appoin- 
ted :o pariſhes, for he muſt confeſs (vnle(s he will confeſs himſelfe 
to be ignorant in logick , as he ſaith lib, r: pag..60. ) thatinghis 
coatcoycrſy this difiunRion is implyed, viz. that the presbyteries-/ 
were 


Ar abſurd 
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vere appointed either todioceſcs as he faith, or elſe to ſuch pariſh. 
et 25 we ſpoke of. The di(proof therefore of his dioceles,is a direct 
oofe of our pariſhes, The which the DeRtor (as it ſeemeth forces - 
ing, falleth vpon the examination of the argument, which run» 
neth rhus, 

- Ifthere were no pariſhes diſtinguiſhed in the Apoſiles eimes;them 
there were no dieceles , ſuch as ours, (tor every ſuch dioceſc con» 
kſerh of diverſe diſtinR pariſhes) 

But in the Apoſtles times there were no pariſhes diſtinguiſhed, 

Therefore neither were there any dioceſes in their daics, ſuch as 
ours arc. 

How neceffary this clauſe, dwceſes ſuch as exr1 , is, I have ſhewed 
kereroforry, becauſe Biſhops ſuck as our: cannot be had without dioe - 
ceſcs{uch as ours. And here it maketh the conſcquence of the ar< * 
_=__ as cleare as the Sun in acleare ſummers day. Yet the Dot. 

enicth it; becaaſe he imaginerh that the dioceſe was the ſame,and 
the circuire of the ſpirituall juriſci&on intended, the ſame, before 
pariſhes were divided, with that it was after they were divided,thar 
is, an(werable to the civil: but that is coleworts more then thrice 
ſodden, thefalſbood and vanity of which evaſion is already ſufh- 
ciearly diſcovered, ig the anſwere to his z. cap. ſeR. 6. &8. 

It ſhall here ſuffice in one word to remember him of this, that * 
his owne wordes doe convince, that the want of pariſhes diſtin : 
guiſhed, argueth there were no dioceſes fuch as ours, which in exe- 
cation ( and not intention onely) comprize all the inhabitants of 
Ciry-and Country. I might put him in minde of another diffe- 
rence, bertwixt our and the ancient dioceſes, which in circuite (as 
heſaich) anſwered ro the civill; ſeing ours doe nor ſo; for ſome of 
them conteyn many ſhires within their circuite: and ſundry hires 
are diſmembred by the ſpirituall juriſdiction, which drawerth them 
toſcverall dioceſes. But ler vs ſee how he remoreth the piller,that. * 
wholderth the conſequence of the argument, viz. that every dvceſe 
(ſach a4 ours) conſifteth of diffi pariſhes. ft is true ( ſaith be ) after th 
deftinttion of pariher, but not before, Butis not this anſwere (wiſeram 
ker/phogeton) an abſurd evaſion, and no berrer then a very denyall 
of the concluſion ? For (ro borrow the Doors compar;ſons be- 
fore applied to the queſtion of dioceſcs and their circuit, pag. 53.) 
wheahe ſairh, that every man confiſtcth of {ou} and body; and the 


body conliſterth of wany members; it one ſhould auſwere him, 
| {twirue, 
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ſe is true, that a man conſiſteth of thoſe parts, after the conjun&ion 
bur nor before; and the body hath many members after the diſtin- 
Gion of the members, but not before z would he not cenſure hing 
for an abſurd caviller, and his anſwere for a poore evaſion of one 
that is at a non-plusz yet ſuch and none other is the Doors an- 
(wer, And.2, thatirt may appeare to what purpoſe his anſwer 
ſerveth, I will here frame the argument, that fortificth the conſe. 
quence before denied, and leave it to the readers judgment, to give 
ſcntence betwixt the Door and the Refurer in this caſe. 

Whatſoever conſiſteth of duſtn(# pariſhes that cannot have his being or (ub- 

ſiſtence , before pariſhes were difFroguiſhed. - 

But every Dioceſe ( ſuch a4 ours ) conſifteth of diſtinft Pariſhes. 

Ns Duceſe therefore({uch as ours) can bave any being or ſubſritence,bt- 
fore there be @ diſ(inttion of Pariſhes, 

Now to anſwer as he doth , that the aſſumption is true after pariſhes 
Were diiFinguifhed, but not before, 1s it not all one in cfte& as if he had 
ſayde, that there may be and weredioceſes, before there were any 
pariſhes? ſothat vnder a pretence of contradicting the aſſumption, 
with a frivolous diſtin&tion, he doth in deed (as a man amazed or 
rather confounded) deny the concluſion, 


As for the compariſons, borrowed by him, to juſtify his anſwer, Sc, 9: 


they fall farre ſhorr of his purpoſe. Firſt he ſaith,a batch of bread con- 
ſecteth of many loaves after the diſt inftion, Which beforeut conteyned vndiſ{ ne 
guiſhed im the lampe, But , he muſt remember, that a Dioceſe doth 
{oconfiſt of many pariſhes, as a Province doth of many dioceſes; 
and a Patriarchſhip of many provinces, Wherefore as he confef« 
ſeth that Metropolitan Biſhops and Patriarcks (and conſequently 
provinciall and patriarchall Churches ) grewe & followed, th'one, 
upon the combination of Dioceſes, and the other vpon the con- 
ſociation of Provinces (lib. 4. pag. 7 ) ſo his Refuter holdeth that 
thele Dioceſan Churches and Biſhops, had their originall, from the 
eonjun&ion of many particular congregations ſubjeted to one 
Dioceſan conſiſtorie. And it 1s evident fo to be, in aſmuch as,the 
firſt Churches planted in cities by the Apolties, were for a while 
(as 'he Door himſclfe confeſleth pag. 6. and 103. ) but a ſmall 
congregation; and when more were converted then could well aſ- 
ſ-mble togither in one ordinarie congregation, the congregations 
were divided ; & ſtill as people in divers places were converted, the 
Churches (as he allo acknowledgeth P38. 67- ) were —___ 

@ 


I WC Em 


Part '2. A Reply vmo Lib. re 
ſo that the many pariſhes which grewe up in a diotefe, were not all 
diſtinguiſhed at once , as the loaves of one Bach are, after the ſea» 
ſoning of the whole lump. And therefore neither were they all co- 
reynced within the bowels of the citic-church undiſtinguiſhed, as 
the loaves are in the lumpe before rheir diviſion: bur rather as the 
firſt conſticured Churches conſiſted of diverſe families, nor by the 
diſtribution of one vndiſtinguiſhed multitude into diverſe families, 
but by the combyning of many chriſtian families in one ecclefiafti- 
call aſſembly: ſo alſo they became(in proceſs of time) dioceſan and 
provinciall Churches; not by 'reteyning all the Chriſtians of an 
wholedieccſe or province in one confuſed lump till all were leave- 
ned; but by conſociating many particular Churches (which were 
diſtinguiſhed, ſome ac one time, and ſome at another, as the nom- 
ber dayly increaſed,)vnder che overſight of one dioceſi or provin« 

Ciall Biſhop. 

His ſccond compariſon (of a man who conſiſteth of many dif. 
tint members after they are diſtinguiſhed , which at his firſt con« 
ception, were not diſtin&) if it be well weighed maketh more for 
his Refuter then for himſelf, For as it is willingly granted , that a 
man in his firſt conception harh no diſtin& members, ſo it is as 
freely profeſſed, that itis no man, to ſpeak properly ; much leſs 

| is it facha man as the DoRor is. Wherefore that which he pre ſup- 
poſcth in his compariſon, viz. that the Churches planted by the A« 
poſtles, before pariſhes were multiplied in the cities and countrics 
annexed, were Dioceſes; cven ſo, as a womans offpring is a nan, 
before the parts of an humane body are formed and diſtinguiſhed: 
The. ar- this I {ay argueth with the Refurer and againſt rhe DoRor , rhat 
gucth a- iris noleſs abſurd to ſay,that the firſt Apoſtolike Churches, which 
gaioſt tum- had no pariſhes diſtinguiſhed in their circuite, were notwithſtan« 
rar ng ding properly Dioceſes,yea ſuch as ours arc at this day; then to af 
__ * firme, that a childein his fi:ſt conception, before the parts of his 
body are framed, is yet properly a man, yea ſuch a man as all 0+ 
ther<, that are borne and converſe among men. 
Set.1o.ad We have heard how well he hath beſtowed his paines for reco« 
Te.6.p3g. yeric of his propoſition out of bis Refut: hands; it remaineth thar 
73» we attend what hefaith, for the reſcuing of his aſſumption, which 
hath theſe parts; 1. that pariſhes were not diſtinguiſhed in the A- 
Poſtles times. 2.that Presbyters were nor aſſigned to their ſeverall 
Turcs. 3. thatthcy were not onely to attend the whole flock con« 


verted, 
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verted , but alſo to labour the converſion of the reſidue. 4. and 
that in bota theſe duries they muſt labour iv comon. In what ſenſe 
the ficſt is contradicted by the Refurer we have ſcen before(ſc.z.) 
where was alſo noted how farre it differeth fro that which he now 
giveth in ſicad thereot. viz. that the Churches planted in cities (as 
at Epheſus, Antioch &c. ) were not inthe Apoſtles times divided 
inco Pariſhes; from whence he may receive a dire& anſwer ( which 
here he. expeReth) ro his queſtion, (whither the Churches were the 
divided into pariſhes or not?) viz. that although the Apoſtles did 
diltinguiſh pariſhes, by conſti.uting particular congregations , in 
ſererall places, (that is, in cach towne or citic that enterteyned the 
faith , one Chu: ch-aſſembly; yet none of che Churches which they 
eltabliſhed in any towne or cite, was 1n their times ſubdivided in-+ 
to (cev-rall pariſh aſſemblies. But what (hall we ſay to that two hor- 
ncd argument , which thus diſputeih for his advantage? 7/ the 
Churches were divided wo pariſhes m the Apoft la times(@ at» Alexandvia 
it ſcemeth to have bent) then pa: not every Church but one pariſh: {they 
Were not; thn the Preſpyters Were nos aſſig 1ed to thew ſeverall cpes; avd (6 
the :Afpemprion is true, The DoRor taketh on imediately afcer theſe 
words againſt his Refuter, for being tranſported With a fpurn of contra- 
412.91; whereof by and by; in the means rime, is not the Door 


#. I, 


The Do&, 


contradi. 


himſclfe a ſtrange kind of diſputer,thar will contradic one branch geth him« 


of his owne afſumption,ro juſtify his maine concluſion; and yer aſ- 
ſume the ſame , to confirme another part of his aſſumption, and 
then make his boaft that his whole aſſumption is true? But ro an- 
ſwcr him in his kind, thus I reply; If the Churches were divided in- 
to pariſhes in the Apoſtles times; then his aſſumption in the firſt 
branch is falſe: if they were not, then each Church in their times, 
was bur one pariſh, (that is to ſay, one congregation) and ſo he cr- 
reth in his maine concluſion . And that he may ſee, I uſe not this 
regeſtion;becauſe his argument hath put his Refuter to a nonplug 
for a more dire& anſwere,l give him to wit, that his firſt horn hath 


a weak conſequence; & his ſecond is ſophylticall. The one is weak, | 


becauſe that which maketh any Church, bearing the name of this 
or that citie, (as the Church of London or Sarum) to be more the 
one pariſh, is not the diſtribution of the people ot each dioceſe, in= 
to many pariſh: but the combining of the parith:s ſo divided, in- 
to one Dioceſan body. If therefore, he will prove the Church of 


Alexandria, or any other which he ſuppoſeth to haye beca divided 
G 2 jor 
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into ſundry pariſhes in the Apoſtles times,not to be one pariſh , he 
muſt make demonltratio of tnat which he often ayerreth,bur ney- 
yer proveth by any teſtimony divine or humane, to wit, that the 
arithes which iſſuea our of the citie-church by ſuch diviſion, were 
Ebordinated to her juriſd1Gion , as daughter churches to their 
Mother . The other is ſophyſticall, becauſe , in ſaying the Preſ- 
byters were not aſſigned to Freral pariſhes, untill the Churches 
weredivided into pariſhes , he taketh the Presbyrers not joyntly 
for the Presbyreries whereof his concluſion ſpeaketh , but fingly 
for each Presbyter or Miniſter apart. For we may grant that the 
aſſignement of one Presbyter to take the charge of one pariſh,fol- 
lowed (in courlc of time) the multiplying of pariſhes in one Dio- 
ceſe; and yet mainteyne that Presbyteries were appointed to ſcve- 
Ta!l parithes, (that is to (ay, to pariicular congregations) before g- 
ny Church planted in citics by the Apoſtles, was divided into ſeve- 
rall pariſhes . Wherefore , had the DoQtor regarded in what ſenſe 
the Refur: taketh theſe words; Preſoyters and Pariſhes or ſeverall Cures 
when he denieth the two firſt branches of his aſſumpris; he would 
never have made ſo frivolous a flouriſh, as he doth, ( both here & 
afterwards , pag. 76) of a falſe conceited contradiRtion for his per- 
ſwaſion that every of the eApoitolike churches was but one periſh, made 
him to cenſure the aſſumption as yoyd of truth , in that it denieth 
pariſhes to be diſtinguiſhed in the Apoſtles times; and the presby. 
ters ( or Presbyteries ordeyned by them) to be aſſigned unto their 
diſtin& charges. Neyther ſhall the Doctor ever be ableto prove 
[+ he ſtrive til his heart ake)that in this impugning of his aſ- 
mption , he contraditeth lus owne perſwaſion formerly delive- 
red. 

Burlet us ſee how he freeth his aſſumption from the errors or 
antruthes objected againſt it? Firſt rouching the third point be- 
fore ſet downe, viz. that the Presbyters were not onely to axend 
the converted, but labour the converſion of the refidue; he was 
told that it was bur the repetition of an errour, before noted in the 
former argument: whereto he anſwereth nothing, but that he hath 


proved it to be an evident truth, Wherefore his proofes being diſ. , 


proved , the errour remaineth unſalved. And the repetition of iv 
(ſcing he cofeſlerh ir to be of greateſt force to prove that the Pre(- 
byreries were appointed to Dioceles. pa. 70.)argueth him to have 
al diſtinguiſhed his arguracnes, ſcing the two are in cft;& bur one, 

| yea 


> ant , 
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yea oneerror twice produced for two diſtin& argnments.Sccond- 71, n, 
ly the laſt point ( of the Presbyters attendance on their charge in aroumencs 
comon ) which is rejeted as unworthy to be aſcribed to the Apo- areineffe& 
ſtles appointment or allowance; & that for this reaſon following, bur one, 
It is at, no band to be indured that, the eApoſtles ſhould be ſuſpettid, to ap- Ya one ere 


point or allow of any diſorderly confuſion. But 18 ord:yne many Preſpyiers or 
Miniſter: m comen to attend, not onely the fteding of the whole flick, conver- 
ted; but al(s to Libour the conve; ſron of the reſidue in the cutie and comntrey ad. 
joyning : 16 10 authorize and give allowance to a diſorderly confuſion. T here. 
fore #15 at, ns hand to be mauved , that the eApoſtles ſhould be ſuipeted to 
have ordeyned many Preſbyters or Muniters for ſuch attendance in cimon. 
The propoſition cannot be doubred of, neyther takerh the Do» 
Ror any exception again(t it. The aſſumption he contradicteth,buc 
anſwereth not the probabilities urged to cleare it. And firſt the 
diforder and confuſion is declared by alike example, of a ſchoole 
erected in ſome great towne, by ſome great ſcholler, who (having 
entred his Auditors inthe principles of grammer,& being drawne 
away by ſome occaſions) appointeth certeyne Vſhers in comon to 
take care of all that were ſo entred, and to gaine as many more as 
they could , not of the ſame towne onely, bur of all other rownes: 
round about. Now if they thus left to their libertie, ſhall goc now 
hither now thither, and reach now theſe, now thoſe, as it beſt li- 
keth himſclfe and them; is it not likely (think ye)that there would 
be good teaching and learning 1m ſuch a ſchoole 2 To this caſe, the 
DoRor maketh no other anſwer but this; that. be i worthy to be put 
into « cloakbagg which propoſed ut ; bur is not himſelte more worthy of 
the cloak bagg, that could finde no better anſwer? Surely if his re- 
futer had made ſuch an anſwer he would have ſayd ſo; but I will 
not, for he ſheweth himſelf tro have wit enough to ſcoffe it out, whe 
he is at a non-plus. For ſcing he ſheweth not the difſagreement of 
the things compared togither , who ſceth not reaſon to think, the 
compariſon is much fitter then he would haveir . 2. Againe the- 
Refuter asketh how ſuch a comon imployment (of preaching here 
and there at randon)could be orderly then, fince it was af:erwards 
diſorderly : (for the DoRor acknowledgerh (ſerm. pag. 20.) that 
this promiſcuous attendance , was taken away by Euariſtus, for a. 
yoyding confuſion). And 3. he alſo intimateth, that ſchiſmes muſt 
needes enſue, when the people being ticd to the hearing of no one 
preacher , might upon their fancie run ſume after one, ſome after 
G 3 another; 
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an other, and ſo peradventure leave ſome quite without audirors, 
To all which the DoRor in his diſcretion givech his grave cenſtres 
T bats Which be (meaning the Reficter ) b:blrth concern g diſorder and c6+ 
foſion , is wholly to be aſcribed to hu owne dittemper and confuſion, 

Now that we may not think he wanteth reaſon thus to cenſure 
his Refutcr he asketh (as aman that did not or would nor (ee) my 
Which of the (perts of bia affumiption) points (4s becalleth them ) this ordes 
and anconfounded men notth ſuch diſorder and confuſgIn? or as net the ca» 
fuſed concen br ſpike of in his owne brane? Bur is the Door in deed ſo 
ſhallowe conceitcd as he would feeme to be ? can he nor difcerne 
(vy the plaine mencioning of the teachers & hearcrs going ro 8& 

co, from one company , and from one towne to anorher ; the one 
to rexch the other to heare , whom and where themſelves |:{t) that 
the diſorder and confuſion obje&:d, lieth neyther in the firit or ſe- 
cond branch of the afſumprion ( which concerne the diſtin&ion of 
pariſhes, and the aſfignement of Presbyrers to their ſeverall cures) 
nor yet alrogither in that which he maketh the third, (cz. that 
the presbyters were in comon to attend the whole flock ) but in 
this cather,that they were in como to indeavor aſwell the conver- 
fion of the refidue in citic and country, as the feeding of the whole 
flock already converted ? Wherefore that which he alleadgeth fra 
the ſtare of the French and Dutch Churches among us, ro ſhewe 
there is no diſorder or confuſion in the three points which himſelf 
propoſeth; 1s in deed, bur meere babling, and a deceirfull drawing 
of the reader from the queſtion, which is not whither one pariſh 
may enjoy ſundry teachers comm conc ili er mutuo anxilis to attend 
the whole flack,none of them being appointed ro a ſeveral charge? 
but whether one Presbyterie ( or company of Miniſt-rs ) may be 
appointed in comon to the charge of an whole citie & the country 
adjoyning ; fo as each of them may ar his pleaſure brſtowe his la- 
'bour eyther in reaching any part of che people converred, wheres 
ſoever they ſhall meer rogither in an uncerteyne afſcmbly; or in 
preaching te any of the reſt that remayn in infi {elitie; and in tra- 
yeiling for thx purpoſe trom one part of the Dioceſe to an other, 
as his owne minde thall guide him? the former is that which the 
Refurer granteth , and judgeth to be the ſtate of the Apoſtolike 


TheD.caſe Churches , therein like to the French and Du'ch here in England: 
is bur poor the later he diſclaymeth for the reaſons before mentioned, Heres 


and weak, 


in therefore behoid, and picty the DoRtors poore and weak _ 
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for wheras before as appeareth, ſeR. 5.) he renounced the com- 
ariſon which his Refucer made berweene theſe outlandiſh Chur- 
ches, and the ancient Apoltolike Churches, (though fitly agree- 
ing in the pointes wherein they were to be compared , as is ſhewed 
ſe. 4.) Now; (for want of berrer help, to wipe away that diſor- 
der an confulio objcRed againit that comon imployment, which 
his conceit aſcriberh to the Presbyters ordeyned by the Apoſtles) 
he is faine to apprehend the ſame compariſon; & to conceale that 
diſagreement , which (though then it were impertinently urged, 
yet now) ferveth well ro ſhewe, how weakly or rather diſccittully 
he diſputeth . For although in one congregation aſſembling in 
one place,many Miniſters may without confuſion, teach ar ſeverall 
times one after another(as it was in the Church of Coriath. c,Cor. 
14.31. and now is in the French. churches ) yet may it be, (ycair 
is already proved to be) diſorderly for many Miniſters to atrend 
promiſcuouſly and at their pleaſure, ſometimes on the feeding of 
a people converted and thar eyther in wholeor in part; and 
ſometimes on the inſtrucing of ſuch , as in an whole citic & coun « 
trey adjoyning doe yet remayne in unbeleefe , Moreover,it is well 
knowne that there is no ſuch comunirie in the charge which the 
French and Datch Miniiters have of one congregation, as he at- 
t:ibuteth co the Presbyters firſt ordeyned by the Apoſtles, for a- 
mong theſe the DoRor giveth no cheittie or preheminence to any 
one above the reſt, n<yrher perperual nor tEporarie,in any Paſtoral 
duty of f:eding or governing the people depending on them;(ſeing 
in his conceit they had neither Biſhop nor Preſident,to guide the, 
or to moderate their meetings, in the abſence of the Apoſtles; who 
(as he ſuppoſeth)rereyned all epiſcopall government in their owne 
hands. Which confuſed paritie,or racher Anarchie,as it was never 
inbraced of any reformed Church in rheſc laſt times: ſoit cannot 
without wrong & diſgrace to the Apoltles, be aſcr.bed unto their 


ordinance. 


Sf 


As for the Apoſtles wordes to the Presbyters of Ppheſus, ARts. c,q :4.24 


20, 28, the DoQor ſ:emeth inconſtant, and at odds with hiamſclfe fea. 7. p. 
in the application of them, For he firſt quoted that text (ſcrm. p. 77, 


183,) ro prove that the Presbyters were in comon to attend the 
whole flock converted, feeding them with the word and Sacra- 
ments; where note that he limiteth the word flock, and the duty of 
feeding to the company already converted; which argueth (as _ 
W 


$56 
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TheD. 2. Well be ſuppoſed) that he did nor then conceive, thereſidue of the 
preeth not City and Country yet ynconverted to be any part of that flock or 
with him- Church there ſpoken of ; but now he ſtreatcherh both words to 
ſelfe in the the whole nomber of all, which in City and Country belonged to 


applicati6 


ot ARt.20, 


23, 


God, and were by their Miniſteric ro be converted; and reckoneth 
it (as we heard before {c&, 7.) one of the Refuters indigeſted fan- 
cies, to reſtreine the flock over u hich thoſe presbyters were ſer vn- 
ro the nomber of Chriſtians already converted. Heare we now the 
reaſons that perſwaded him to change his opinion;for he uſeth not 
to doe and vndoe without reaſon. Firſt, he urgerh the uſe of the 
word flock, Tohn, 10. 16. Where the flock (he ſaith) i that, for Which the 
good (bepheard geve his lifeonto Which apperteyned the ſheep Which bus Father 


gave bins m_ the eleft not yet converted as he ſaith pate 66. ) not onely a- 


morg the fewes, but the Genules alſs; even that Church, Which God (mea» Þ 
ning Chriſt who is God) « ſ/ayd '9 have redeemed Wvith his blood, Atts, 
20. 28, and that people of kis, Which he ſaveth from ther ſomes , But how © 
will he from his allegations inferre, that the flock, in which thoſe 
Presbyters were ſer as overſcers AR. 20, 28. was the people belon« © 
gingto God (aſwell ynconverted as converted) in the City of E- 
pheſus and the Country adjoyning? Doth not himſelfe weaken the ? 
conſequence when he ſaith. T bis # ſpoken of the Church mgenerall2yea, 
bur he proceedeth to ſay, {6 the company of them that belong to Chrift, 
in any nation, province , dioceſe, city, or pariſh, may be called the flock , the 
Church, te people of God. Well then , if the company of faithfull in 
one pariſh may be called the fleck and Church of Ged, aſwellas a 
larger ſociety of ſuch as belonge voto God,in a nation province or 
dioceſe; is not the DoRor yer, as farre ro ſeek as at the firſt, for a 
ſound reaſon to pexkwade his conſcience , that the people yet vn- 
verted, bur belonging ro Gods eleEion, throughout the dioceſe 
er province of Epheſus, were a part of the flock and Church,which 
thoſe presbyters were charged to attend to and feede ;- May nor a 
man with halfe an eye diſcerne, that a greedy deſire to contradict 
his Refuters aſſertion, hath in ſtcad of better reaſon preveyled with 
him; or rather ( as he wrongfully chargeth his Refater pag. 73.) k 
ſo tranſported him, that he careth not how hamefully, he contra». 
dicerh himſelte;ſo as he may gaineſay his adverſaries preſent afſer- 
tion. Yet there is a worſe fault that accompanieth this change of 0+ 
pinion in him ; for he abſurdly confoundeth the viſible Church of 
Chriſtian profefiors knowne ynto men, withthe inviſible Church 


or 
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or flock of Gods ele, knowne onely to himſelf, yea we may there. Jae > 
ynto add a third fault no leſs abſurd then the former; when he ma- himſelt, cs 
kerh the Apoſtle Paute, he author of a ſenſeleſs charge impoſed on touadeth 
the presbyters; viz. toartende on a flock the nomber and parts the viſible 
whereof they neyther knew nor could know,and to teede with the & invifble 


oy and Sacraments, ſuch as were not yet begotten yntothe C— 


, , Apoſtle au- 
Attend we now a litle, to the advantage which he maketh to his "a ofa 


eauſe from this text; & to his remorall of the diſadrantage, which ſcnſeleſle 
his Refuter draweth from thence: If, ſayth he , they wers ts artend the Charge. 
Whole floek, mn comon, then Wore they not aſſigned to ſeverall parifhes, which co | 4 
Were but parts of the flock; to which purpoſe the place of the As was 

quoted. Before he borrowed (as is obſerved ſe&. 10.) the firlt 

branch of his aſlumption to juſtify the ſecond; & now the ſecond 

is fortified by the third;(o that his owne pen maketh him guiltic of 

the fault ( which upon farre lefle cauſe ) he imputeth (pag. 55. )to Mark whe« 
his Refuter, ſcz.to bring within the compaſle of one lyllogiſm,two *h<D. be 
arguments which tend to juſtify, the mayn point of the aſſumpti- 22! <6foil- 
on . Confider this well , and with all remember , that the 4. point ſelf 1 G40 
is a bare repetition of that, which he urged in the former argumet * 

(as is ſhewed ſc&. 1. ) yea obſerve further that the ſecond part of - 

his aſſumption ( which by this reckoning, is the onely maine point 

of his argument ) is made a part of the conſequence of his propo- 

ſition ( as appeareth (<R. 2.) By all which layd cogither, it is evi- 

dent, that this argument of his,( ſear atis ſeparandis ) is nothing clſe 

but a concluding of the ſame by the ſame in this manner ; In the 

Apoſtles times the Presbyters were not aſligned to ſeverall cures 

(whereby he meanerh pariſhes.) Ergo,in their times they were not 
appointed to pariſhes. But tocome to his inference; deduced 

from the place of the Aces, which he quoted; if that be true which 

his words intimate; that. ſeverallperifhes Were parts of the flock, hich 

the Preſoyters were charged to attend; how can there be a truth in the 

firſt branch of the Afumprion,which denicth pariſhes to be diſtin» 

guiſhed in the Apoſtles times? muſt he nor fall, an aſe at leaſt, low- 

er then before, when he fayd(pag. 63. (eR. 6.) that his aſſertion 

touching Churches not divided into pariſhes , 1s to be underſtood 

991 eps to pleziFon as true of moſt Churches? I might ask him, how it 

is poffible , the Presbyters ſhould hold the charge of the flock in 

comon, it it had ſeyerall pariſhes for a parts thereot ? & _ = 


7 
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flock could be undiftinguiſhed , or attended on in c6mon; if the 


charge given to the Presbyters were ſuch, as upon like occaſion 
might by a Biſhop , in his viſitation be applied roall the Miniſters 


A contra- Of a Dioceſe? (as he afterwards aftirmeth, pag. 105.) will it not be 
diftion 11 hard think you, for Mr DoRor to winde out of the bryars of a c@- 
the DoQ. tragicion , if his ſpeaches be well compared? 


Se, 15. 


The DoR, 


eno 
&c 


peth 
ageth 


Neyther can he (o cafily,as he ſuppoſeth,remove that diſadvan- 
tage which his Refuter prefſeth npon him, in'this argument follo- 
wing; 

7f the Word ecckſia , (there vſed to ſignify that, ("burch and all one vrith 
the word flock ) doe ſignify any other company of men , then a particular con. 
greg ation onely, then u there no truth in the aſſumption, that, denieth pariſhes 
to ' diftinguifhed, and the Preſbyters aſſigned to thesr ſeverall caves. 

But the firſt is true ; T herefore als the ſecond. j 

Nay , ſayth the DoQor; the contrary rather is to be inferred 
thus; s I 

If the Word (Church did ſignify one congregation, and Was im citis | 
but cha and rf £ was the ar which ws Preſbyters Were jover Ah fo | 
altend: then it folleweth that. the flock vas not drvided into particular pariſhes, 
nor the Preſbyters aſſigned to ſeverall cures, 

Loe here againe how the Door choppeth and changeth at his 
pleaſure, that firſt branch of his aſſumption, For whereas at the 
firſt it ſimply denied pariſhes to be diſtinguiſhed in the Apoſiles 
times ; now he maketh it to deny no other diſtinion of pariſhes, 
then the diviſion of one parifh into many. For as often before, ſo 
now and againe muſt I ring irinto his cares; that when his Refuter 
holdeth in this queſtion , the Apoſtolike Churches to be pariſhes, 
his meaning is(as the DoQor knoweth very well)that each of thoſe 
Churches was but one particular congregation. If then it be gran» 
ted that the word EccLes1a {(hwrchb , doth nor in the Apoſtolike 
writing3 ſignify any other outward copany of men,the ſuch as were 
gathered into one particular aſſcmblic; it will tollow that the viſt- 
ble Churches, to which that word is referred in their writings, 
muſt be acknowledged to be parithes , and conſequently there can 
be no truth in that aſſumprio, which denieth pariſhes to be diſtin- 
guiſhed, and presbyters aſſigned to ſeverall pariſhes. But rather 
then the diſgrace of any untruth ſhall lie upon the Dofors aſſum- 
ption,he will reze& the aſumptio of his Refurers argumeny, which 
denicth the word ceclefia to ſignify any other outward company of 

men, 
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men, then a particular congregation onely, For he telleth us, be 


aſfion hath already ſayd more to coufute that 1gnorant conceit, then Will be anſmered 
iſters WW in boft. Bur for ought he hath alleadged from the ſcripture (which 
Nt be is the onely guide of the conſcience in queſtions of this nature ) 
| CG. more hath bcen (ayd to conture his ſlender objeftions , then upon 


his third thoughts he wilbe able to produce for the fortifying of 
them. And as for that he here addeth touching the word poineniors 
or painzne, it diſcovererh his will to be more then his ſtrength to 
confure any thing his refuter hath delivered. Firſt, whereas he had 
fayd, that the word, (to wit,the Engliſh word flock, , (for the gr:word 
was not at all mencioned) i 0rdinarily uſed of bez & fowles that heird 
and flock tog ither in one company ; the DoRor falſly chargeth him to 
have ſayd , that the word poimnion , or poimne s {6 ved, and then 
"XZ (in great modeſtie)profeſſeth ir is beyond the I reading 8C 

2 which is but to fight with his owne ſhadowe; for he ſhould (it with 
truth he could) have ſayd, that he never read or heard the word 
flockapplyed to fowles . Secondly, it is to no purpoſe to tell us, 
chatthe flock of Chriſts ſheep mencioned,Luk. 12.32, and Ioh,10. 
16. 1s not one onely particuler congregation; unleſſe he could fay and 


oe, 

prove, that the word in thoſe places fignifieth an outward _ 
Uy ny of men making one viſible Church , of larger extent (to uſe his 
he owne words, pag. 75) then one onely aſſembly. But himſelfe ac- 
e$ knowledgeth (as the truth is ) cthatin Iohn, 10. 16. the vniverſall 
$, Church of Chriſt(which comprehendeth the ele&yet unconverted 
lo and therefore is inviſible ) is vnaderſtood by that one flock , where- 
er of he is the great ſhepheard. And thar little lock ro whom he ſpea- 
G, keth, Luc. 1 2.3 2. fare not lute flock Fc. is none other then that co- 
le pany of his diſciples, which then were his hearers, and as alittle 
|. flock or congregation, cleaved to him as their Paſtor and Teacher; 
e A as appcareth by rhe text it ſelfe, verſ. 1.22. 32. 41, and ( beſides 
ie X trhejudgment of many worthy divines writing thereon ) the vie of 
- | the wordto the ſame purpoſe elſyhere,as Math.26.31.Wherefore, 
s © the DoGorhath nothing worth the objeRing againſt that afſertio 
1 of his Refuter, which affirmeth the flock and Church , whereto the 
» . WH Presbyters were aſſigned , AR. 20. 28, to be one onely particular 
; congregation;(o that if he will ſtand (as he ſcemeth to be willing) 
to the jadgement of the judicious Reader, I make no doubt but he 
) wilbe found( as his Refurer firſt colde him)to haye dealt full weak- 
; ly in a point of ſo great importance. 


H 2 Chap.4 
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Chap. 4. Wherein is mainteyned their obieflion , Who affirme that, 
the Preſbyterics ordeyned by the eApoſiles, were aſſigned to one one. 
ly congregation of ( briit#.ans, and therefore n#t to 'Dweeſes properly 
but to Pariſhes. Handled by the Dottor, ſerms. pag. 19, aud Def, 
pep. 78. fc. and Refuter, pag. 69. Oc. 

T: pleaſed the Door to make anſwer to certeyn arguments ob- 
jeRed partly by himſelf, and partly by his Refuter to prove, tha 
the viſible Churches in the Apoit les times Were not Duceſes properly but Pa- 
nfker;, they are now to be examined . But firſt, the concluſion it 
ſelf is to be cleared from one quarrel! made againſt it by the DoR. 
(pag. 78.) viz. that, there muſt be added, and m the age following, becauſe 
( as he ſaith ) chewſelves include in their queſtion 200 yeares . The Rea 
' der therefore is to be adyertized, that himſeltc layeth downe their 
afſertion, whom he contradiReth in theſe 3. members ( (erm pag. 
4 ) viz. 1. that properlie there is no viſible church buta pariſh. 2. 
nor lawfull Biſhops, but pariſhonall, and 3 . that for the ſpace of 
200 yeares after Chriſt , there were no other bur pariſh-Biſhops. 
And he which peruſeth Mr. Iacobs booke (intitled reaſons &c. 
proving a neceſlity of reforming our churches) fr6 whence the D. 
draweth thatextent of 200 yeares ) (hall ſee, thar aſwell concern- 
ing Churches as Biſhops, he diſtin3ly handleth. Firſt what they are 
and ought to be by divine, or Apoltolicall ordinance; and after- 
wards what their ſtate and condition was, for the firlt 200 yeareg 
after Chriſt . And although the DoRor 1n that conclufion which 
he tendreth to be proved ( ſerm. pag. 17. )mencioneth the age 
following the Apoſtles times; yet he tieth not himſelfe to that 
terme, neyther inthe arguments ficſt propoſed by him, nor yer in 
this detenſe hitherto continued . Nay his arguments doe bound 
themſelves within the Apoſtles daies, & the later, which generally 
concerne the ancient viſible churches are dire&ly bent againſt that 
firſt aſſertion of theirs, which ſaith, T be viſible ('burches inſtituted by 
the «Apoſtles, Were properly Pariſhes, ( that, us p_—_ congregations ) 
wet Dioceſes, But however the D. may at his pleaſure, wholly leave 
outthe age following, or wander for his proofes beyond that c6- 
paſſe to Conſtantines daies, and the ages following his time : yer | 

his Refuter muſt be bound,rto the ſtake, preciſely to conclude, that 
the (burches Were not onely in the Apoſtles tumas , but alſo in tha age follow. 
ing, Pariſbes properly & not Diaceſes , Yea even then when he diſcer. 
neth (pag. 100 that two rancks of Inſtances are produced , to 


Prove 
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prove the concluſion which himſelfe tendrerh ( the former taken 
our of the (criprures : & the later out of the fathers : ) he would 
faine inforce him to ſtreatch his ſcripture teſtimonies to the whole 
terme of 200, yeares, A thing voreaſonable and ſuch as arguerh 
his ſeeking rather by ſome evaſion to clude; then, by direRanſwer 
to infringe, that which is objeted, Bur ſeeing the queſtions 
are diſtin and require confirmation by teſtimonies of a differing 
nature ( for the ſcriprures muſt determine what was the forme or 
conſtitution of Churches inſtituted by the Apoſtles; and we muſt 
ſearch afrer humane teſtimonies to find out the firlt originall, of 
multiplying of pariſhes in cities, & of combyning many congre- 
gations, in one dioceſan body )I will therefore ( with the Do&. 
leave ) firſt take a view of that which is objected & anſwered tou- 
ching the ſtare of the Churches, which were of greateſt note in the 
Apoltles times, : , 


To begin then with the obieRion, which himſelf propoundeth , Seet. 2, 2d 
it ſeemeth by his owne Enthymem ( pag 79. ) his purpoſe was to **#* 74» 


contradiR not the maine queſtion ( though he ſo affirmed)bur the 
concluſion of his 2, laſt argamers (which he reduced to the maine 
concluſion pag 64.) And becauſe he ſhall have no cauſe to think 
that his Refuter carried it to the principall queſtion, ro make it 
more ſtrong for his advantage; I will apply it ro the point where. 
at he aymeth ; with a {apply onely of thoſe words, which are by 
him ſuppreſſed, yer nzcefſarie to be added, 

T be Preſbyteries ordeyned by the «Apoſtles ( rogither with the preſidets 

of the Preſoyteries) were aſſioned, tach of thens, but ts one particular ordi« 
ny congregation, aſſemblmg togitber in one place. 
T berefore , they were aſhigned but to 4 pariſh and not t#adivcrſſs., To 
the conſequent, l add theſe words,but for « periſh, to make the con- 
tradition the more full; becauſe his concluſion affirmerh that the 
Presbyterics ordeyned by the Apoftles were appointed; not to pa- 
riſhes but ro dioceſes. And for the ſame cauſe,1 alſo add to the An 
recedent, theſe words ord-yned by the eApoitles, The conſequence of 
this Entbymem relieth upon this inference, 

One particular ordinarie congregation afſembling togither in 
on? place, is a pariſh and not a dioceſe: Therefore , what 1$provi- 
ded but for one ſuch congregation, the ſame is provided bur for a 
Pariſh and nor for a dioceſe. This latter connexion cannor be 
impugaed . The conſequent ( or concluſion ) is the propoſition, 

H ; which 


SeR, 3, 2d 
79, 
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which was preſuppoſed in the conſequence of the former Enthy- 
mem; The Antecedent is a truth agreed upon, on both parties in 
this controverſy as appcareth by the D. laying downe of their af- 
ſcrtion againſt whom he diſpurech ( ſerm. pag. 4.) and inaffir- 
ming here. ( def. pag. 79. ) that for brevities ſake be firft omitted 
this argument , deſyring i= few Words to wy obuthon to the iſſue; 
he giveth allowance to the conſequence thereof . Onely he diſli- 
keth that confirmation delivexed by the Refuter for clearing the 
conſequence of his propoſition; when he ſaith, that he had before 
ſhewed that. 4 dioceſe muſt conſiſt of diſnit congregations. For((aith "4 
if propoſition have no better byporheſes to ſupport ut, 7 may deny it ;, ſeing 
bave proved before that there Were dioceſes, un the faſt conception of the 
Chwcbes, brfore diitinftion of pariſhes, But I anſwere, thatif he hath 
no better argument to impugne the propofition or conſequence 
thereof; then ſo flender a proote as that is whereof he boaſterh, I 
need not ſeek any new propp to uphold ir , it ſhall ſuffice to referr 
him to that which is already ſayd in the former chapter (ſc&. 9.) 
where he may,(if he ſhut nor his eyes)ſce it proved by the ſcope of 
his owne reaſoning z that the Apoſtolike Churches before the di- 
viſion of pariſhes in the City & Country annexed , could not any 
otherwiſe be properly dioceſes, then a childe in the wombe can be 
perfi& man, before his body have the diſtin& members; ſo that (to 
returne him his owne phraſe) the addition of this anſwere hath 
made his cauſe ſomwhar worſe then it was before, 

Now to proceed to the confirmation of the Antecedent before 
mencioned ; (viz. that the presbyteries (and their preſidents) or- 
deyned by the Apoſtles were aſſigned , each of them, but to one 
particular ordinarie congregation, aſlebling rogicher in one place) 
the DoRor hath no caule ro blame us, though we ſhould refalſe ro 
mainteyne the argument , which he framed for us; for I ſuppoſe, 
none of our ſide were ſo fooliſh, as to deliver for the proof thereof, 
that aſſertion which he tendreth to us; to wit, that in the frſt 200, 

yeares,all the Chritians in any one great extie , made but one ſuch congrega« 
tion, Wherefore till he produce his Authour, from whem he recei- 
ved this argument ;I will pray leaveto think , he forged it , for his 
owne advantage , that his reader might judge he hath gotten the 
cenqueſt , though he onely threwe downe a rotten poſt of his own 
ſetting up. For to conclude the former Antecedent it might ſuffice 
to aſſume thus much; ro wit, that all the members of thoſe Chur. 
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ches, wherevnto the Presbyteries were ordeyned by the Apoſtles 
made but one particular ordinary congregation aſſembled togi- 
ther 1n one place. Againſt which propoſition(rightly ynderſtood 
of the time, when the Churches received their Presbyteries and 
preſidents by the Apoſtles ordination) I find no juſt exception ta- 
ken, eyther in his ſerm6:or this defenſe; ſeing in both he wandreth 
beyond the Apoſtles dayes, ro the age following; whereof he had 
not ſpoken one word in all that he hath urged hitherto for the ju- 
Rifying of his mayne concluſion. Seing then the queſtion is what 
the number of Chriſtians was, at the time of giving presbyteries 
rothem; if we ſay, they exceeded not one congregation; is it not 
a frivolous cavill to anſwere , that they farre exceeded the propor- 
tion of one congregation, in the next age following and the later 
part thereof ? Ir is apparant therefore; that theſe clauſes in the fir## 
two bundred yeares, & in the age following the eApoſles, were inſerted in» 
ro this queſtion by the Do&or(both here and afterwards pa. 100) 
onely to give him ſome colour of a juſt exception , againſt his Re- 
futers reaſoning; and ſome excuſe for his ſliding from the ſtate of 
the Churches in the Apoſtles times, to the ages following, 

But let us ſee, how he impugneth the argument framed by him 
ſelfe in this Enthymem. In the firſt two hundred yeares all the 
Chriſtians in any one great citic made but one particular ordins- 
rie congregation aſſembled in one place. Therefore, both the preſ« 
byterie and the preſident thereof , were aſſigned but to one con- 
gregation. Firſt he denieth the conſcquence vpon this ground; 
that the Presbyters were provided not onely for the cities them- 
ſelves; bur alſo for the countries adjoyning; and in both , afwell to 
labour the converſion of the reſt, as to take charge of them, that 
were already converted . Which being nothing but a repetition of 
that he before affirmed, nakedly and wichourt any proofe ; his re- 
fatzr thought it enough to tell him , that in aſmuch as he hath 
before ſhewed his an(were to be falſe, the conſequence will remain 
good notwithſtanding . And ſince he now boalterh rhat he hath 
proved his Refurters aſſcrtio oppoſed againſt his anſwere, (viz. than 


« It was no part of the presbyters proper dutic, to labour the con- 


verſion of the unconyerted, throughout the citic and country ad- 


joyning; ) to be an indigeited fancie of ſhallow ( if not giddue beades thas 
ſee no further then their noſe-end; it the reader pleaſe to look back to 


that alreadie layd downe (cap. 2. of this reply; {eR, 7. 8. &c.) be 
may 


Se. 4.20 
79,& $0, 
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may perceive that the Door is very noſe- wiſe , and his ph«r raſi4 
being bewirtched with the (weet ſmell of the prelacic, hath father- 
ed on the Apoſtles, ſuch an intent (in the placing of Presbyrers in 
Cities ) as never was diſcovered , eyther to his care by any ancient 
tradition;or to his eye in any monuments of antiquitie. Wherfore 
his cenſure paſſed againſt his Refuter more properly belongeth to 
himſelfe, viz, that be ſlubbereth over the proofe of his owne argu- 
ments, as having a better faculty in denying conſequences, then 
in proving any of the premiſſes, whereon his cauſe relieth ; yer as 
if his dreames were Oracles, he ſaith (and indeed onely faithit, for 
proofe he can yeild none ) that, the ancient (hurch of God in all places 
enderitood the Apoſtles intent, as be expoundeth it, He addeth, when all 
both in citie and countrie were converted to the profeſſion of the 
faith ( which could (carceſly be verified of any citie & country for 
300 yeares, after the Apoſtles began to place Presbyters in Cities, 
I mcane till conſtantines daies as the Door obſcrveth pag 54 ) 
they acknowledged the generall care and infpcRion over them all 
to belong to that one Biſhop of the citiegand themſelves to be part 
of that Church; and therefore concludeth that the conſequence of 
the former Enthymem, will never be made good. But the Reader 
may ſee how the D, is deceived in imagining that the former con- 
ſequence is beaten downe by the ſtrength of this laſt;if he will take 
norice of that which he now aſſumeth , contrived for his beſt ad- 
_— ro conclude,his purpoſe in forme of argument to this cf- 
eaz 
All that acknowledged themſclyes after their converſion, to be 
part of the City-Church and (o belong to the generall care and in» 
{pc&ion of the Biſhop of that citic: ( they all I ſay ) were a part of 
that Church from the beginning, orart leaſt a part of the charge 
of the Biſhop and Presbytery firſt aſſigned by the Apoſtles ro the 
Church of that city. 

But all the Inhabitants of the City & Country after their coverſis 
to the faith, acknowledged themſclves to be part of the City 
Church, and to belong tothe generall care and inſpeRion of the 
Biſhop of that City. 

Ergo all the Inhabitants of citie and countrie were a part of that 
Church from the beginning, or ar lcaſt 2 part of the charge of rhe 
biſhop and Presbyrerie,firſt aſligned by the Apoſilesto the Church 
of that citie. And conſequently though it ſhouts be granted, that 
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in the firſt 200 yeares all the Chriſtias of any one great citic, made 
bur one parricular ordinary congregation aſſembled in one place; 
yet it followerli not that the Presbyrerie & preſident thereof, were 
aſſigned but to one congregation. 

If he can make any better uſe of his'aſſumption, for any ether 
concluſion, that may be more for his advantage, good leave have 
he to follow his owne way, meane while I deny the propoſition 
wherein (as we take it ) the ſtrength of his reaſoning lieth, & with 
him to behold the weaknes thereof in this argument following, 

All that acknowledged themſelwes after their converſion, to be 
partes of any citie Church &c, were from the beginning partes of 
that Church &c, 

But all the people which inhabited the ſeveral! dioceſes of any 

rovince,as ſoon as they were converted to the faith(notwithſtid= 
ing they enjoyed their own Biſhops to governe them, yer ) they ac- 
knowledged themſelves to be parts of the metropolirane Church 
ſeated in that cheife citie; & the Biſhop therof to be their primate, 
orhead, All the people therefore, which inhabited the ſeverall 
dioceſcs of anyProvince were from the beginning parts of the ME- 
tropolitane Church, or at leaſt, parts of the charge of the Biſhop 
and Presbyterie ſcared in the mother. citis. And conſequently tha 
Churches and Biſhops of Mocher- cities, were(in their firſt founda- 
tion ) properly provinciall , and not dioceſan onely. The afſum- 
ption of this Syllogiſme is the (ame with that which the D. avoue 
cherh lib. 2: p. 113. lin 25--29. Bur the concluſion with the c6- 
ſequent annexed, croſſeth that which he affirmeth pag. 20. 1. 3. 
and 21.1. 1 ; which contradiction if he will avoid , he muſt dif- 
claime the propoſition, & ſo acknowledge that he truſted to a bro- 
kenreed, when he perſwaded his owne heart; that the ſubjeRion 
which the inhabitants of an whole dioceſe yeilded(1n the 4. age af- 
ter Chriſt) co the citie-Church and the Biſhop thercofzcould argue 
invinciblie that the Presbytcries ordeyned by the Apoſtles ( 300 
yeares before)were provided aſwell for the vncoverted as for thoſe 
already broughtro the faith. 

As for the Antecedent of the former Ethymem, which he re- Se&.s. ad 
je&erth with much diſdeine; ( but with little ſhew of reaſon to him Pag-81. 
that weigheth the matter )becauſe it beJovgeth ro another queſti= 
on(as is beforc noted)l referre the handling of it ro another place 


for the picſcat, it ſhall ſuffice to diſcharge the Refurer from thole 
I _ calumniations, 
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calumniations, which the D. throweth on him, for exchanging it 
with this Aſſ-rtion. All the Chriſtians in any great citie andthe tones 4- 
bout it, ( vnleſſe there were diftinft Churches in theſe townes ) made but one 
particular ordinary congregation afſembledin one place. I miſlke not ( ſaith 
the DoGor ) bus additzon of the townes abowg, [4 he Wilbe pleaſed not to for- 
get to take them mto the defenſe of his Antecedent. 1f he wilbe pleaſed 
( ſay Ito take the Antecedent ſo,and in ſuch ſenſe, as it is rendred 
to him; let him never think his.Refuter will ſhrink from the de- 
fenſe thereof . Butthe DoRor is timorous and fexreth to be ciycuns- 
vented with the incloſure of that, parentheſis ( unlefle there were diſtin& 
Churches in thoſe trownes) and therefore he would faine have it to 
be removed, or rather the word although to be (er in ſtead of wnleſſe; 
where we may ſee the old proverb verched in him, give him «n incbe 
and be will take an ell;was his Refurers liberalitic nothing worth, whe 
he was content to annexe unto the citie, the towns adjoyning that 
had any diſtin& Church in them? Did the DoRor at firft find him- 
{c1fe able, to confound the former Antecedent ( which ſpake one- 
ly of the Chriſtians that were within the citie) and to prove it not 
onely falſe bur alſo unreaſonable and incredible ? Andis he nowe 
roo weak to confute that aſſertion, which ( for his advantage ) is 
tendred to him in ſtzad of the former 2 viz. that all the Churches 
in any great citie and ſuch townes adjoyning as had not any di- 
Kin& Church in them,made bur one particular congregatio?muſt 
he haue all the townes annexed to the citic;and this alſo freely gri- 
red , that in ſome of thoſe townes, there were diſtin& Churches? 
blame him not though he aftc& this well; for he findeth himſclfe 
man good enough , to incounter with ſuch an aſſertion as this ( if 
his Refuter would mainteyne it againft him, ) viz. that all the chri- 
ſtians 1n a great citie,and the townes adjoyning(though there were 
diſtin& Churches in ſome of thoſe townes)made bur one particu- 
lar congregation. Meane while, tocaſe his hart of that forecon- 
ceited feare, which the ſight of the parentheſis ( in his Refuters 
Anteceder )caſt him into; 1.he ſporteth himſelf with ſome unſavo- 
rie jeſts, which argueth that the ridicalums caput (he ſpeaketh of) 
cleaveth cloſe to his owne ſhoulders; and at length full ſoberly he 
undertaketh to ſhewe,that the incloſure before mEtioned, bewray- 

eth both weaknes in the car ſequence, end falſhvod m the Antecedent . 
Firſt touching the conſequence, he judgeth it as weak as the 
former , beeaulc he ſceth not, ro What, propoſe the townes are added ” 
Faſo 
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eauſe the pariſhes be excepted. The former overmuch mirth of the Do. 
Ror , hath (as it ſeemerh ) marred his memoric, for he ſawe well 
enough before , to what purpoſe the townes were added; namely 
to ſtrengthen the conſequence of the firſt Enthymem framed by 
himſelf, againſt one branch of his anſwere, which affirmed the 
Presbyters to be divided aſwell for the country as citie . For the 
Refater (defirous to come as veere tothe Door as the truth will 
give leave)acknowledgeth that the Chriſtians which inhabited the 
rownes or country round about the citie, made their repaire vneo 
the citie, there to joyn with the inhabitants thereof in the publick 
worſhip of God, till their number fo increaſed , that they might 
conveniently enjoy adiſtin& Church,in ſome one,or moe of thoſe 
townes . And as it was meet the Refuter ſhould yeeld fo farre to 
the DoRar : (o is it abſurd and againſt comon ſenſe; he ſhould be 
denied to except thoſe townes , that had a diſtin& Church ſeated 
inthem, But will you ſee how ſtrongly the Door impugneth the 
conſequence , as it now ſtandeth, with this inarcificiall argumeor, 
q. d, I cannot ſee to what purpoſe that addition ferveth . Therfore 
this later conſequence is altogither as weak as the former. Had 
the Refut:at any time argued (o looſely,to infringe any of the Do- 
Rors conſequences; he had been worthy to beare this cenſure,chas 
bis facultie is better in denying conſequences ; then in proving them. But the 
DoRor (nor being yet rerurned to his right temper) at this time 
is to be borne with not onely for this fault; but alſo for a worſe in 
charging the Antecedent of fa/fhood, when he hath nothing to al- 
leadge that dire&ly impugneth ir : yet let us give him the hearing; 
By thigincloſare (ſaith he ) the Antecedent it ſelf is bewreged of falſhood;tor The D, to 


if there were in the cute and countrey more diilintt ('burche or Pariſhes (as charge hig 
bere is ſuppoſed)and theſe all ſabordmate to one (as f have manifſtly proved) —_ 
I all- 


then all theſe will make a Diverſe. Behold here a double untruth pro- , I 
pounded to conclude a falſhood in his Refuters Antecedent, & yet yereth a * 
all wilnot ſerve the turne,when he hath done the moſt he can. For double un. 
ficſt, the parentheſis in the Antecedent, doth not neceſſarily ſup. truth , an 
poſe, that the townzs round about every ci:ic had diſtin& Chur. yet to no 
ches in them; onely it holdeth the matter in (auſpenſe , rouching purpole, 
ſome one or moe townes in ſome countries, becauſe(as theDoRor 
emembreth)Cenchrez neere unto Corinth, was 2 diſtin churchg 
and in ſuch a caſe, it excepteth ſuch townes, and annexeth to the 


Citic church the reſt, Neyther is it true , that he hath manifeſtly 
I 2 proved 
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proved the ſubordination of many Churches unto one, within the 
Apoltles dayes;nonor yer within the firlt 200, yeares atter Chriſt, 
But ſay there were a truth in both his untruthesz and graunt him 
alſo that which he inferreth, to wit , that many Churches ſubordi- 
nate to one , will make a Dioceſe ? how doth this convince the re- 
futers Antecedent of falſhood ? Did not his palſions blinde his 
judgement, when he imagined there is ſtrength enough in this c6. 
ſequence ? for thus he reaſoneth. Aſany (hurches m witic and comrtry 
ſubordmeaitd all to ene de make a Droceſe ; Ergo, Ui the ("briſtians in a cn, 
and the rownes adroyning , Which have no dijtmtt ( burch m them , muſt 
needs moke more then one particular congregation. 

Bur perhaps he corre&eth his owneerrour , in the words fol. 
lowing , when he ſaith ; 7 /ay therefore agame , that. thougb the Antee 
gedent were tru, yet the cor ſequence Were to be dented, The which, what 
is it, but to run from one errour to another? For it is before obſer. 
vcd, that the concluſion which the Refuter ſlandeth here to main. 
teyn, is no other in cff-& then this;thart the Presbyters firſt ordeys 
ned by the Apoſtles , were aſligned (not to the overſight of many 
Churches ) but to one onely Congregation. Now if there be a 
truth in his Antecedent ( which atfirmeth thar at that time, the 
Chriſtians in any citic and townes round abour it ( ſuch namely as 
had nodiſtin& Churches in them ) made but one cengregation:) 
the conſequence of the gggument; cannot be infringed otherwiſe, 
then by ſhewing that the presbyrers received from the Apoſiles, 
not onely the charge of that one cogregari6;bur alſo the govermer 
of ſome other churches eſtabliſhed, in ſome other, eyther more 
populous or more remote townes. Which to demonſtrate, it ſuf- 
ficeth not co afſume this, that many churches ſubordinate ro one 
doe make a Dioceſe; but good proofe muſt be added alſo, that 
this ſubordination of many Churches in countrey townes to the 
Church of the citie , tooke place in the time of the Apoſtles, and 
was ratified by their allowance, 

Having thus freed the Refuters Enthymem from the DoRorg 
frivolous rxceptions ,I will once againe produce it to his viewe; 
bur in another forme, which ſhall nur affright him, as the fo: mer 


parentheſis did , in a pl1ine (yllogiſme therefore ( which kinde of * 
argume«nt he beſt afte&-rh) thus I reaſon; 


eA'l the Chriſtians which in the eApoſi les tymes dwelt in and about 
ay great cure , and Were called the Church frhat cutie, made but one par. 
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ticular or dinevy congregation aſſembled toguber m one place : B ut all 
thoſe Chraiti ms more the whole or proper charge , unto which the Preſbyteris 
with their Preſident, ſeated $n any gitte , was aſſigned by the eApoitles. Era 

, the whole or proper charge unto which the *Preſbyterie with thier Pre« 


fd nt ſeated in the citie aſſigned by the'eApoitles , made but one pariiculay 


ardinarve congreg 41400, afſe mbled m one place. 

The concluſion is the ſame ( inc. & ) with the conſequent of 
the Enthymem before delivered ; and the propofitioh) here is the 
former Antecedent rightly vnderſtood, according to the explana- 
tion whereof the D. takerh notice. pag 83. Onely that clauſe ( of 
the Apoſtles times ) is inſerted to prevent his wandring beyond 
the principall queſtion, ynto the ages that followed the firſt aſſign= 
ment of Presbyrers to the charge of thoſe Churches, which the A. 
poltles planted. And becauſe t hath very neere agreement with 
that Aſſumption which the D. afterwards impugneth ( cap. 6. pag» 

102. &c.) the defenſe of that wilbe ſutficient confirmation of this, 
For if it may appeare (as I doubr not bur ir ſhall ) thar the Chur- 
ches of Corinth, Epheſus, and Antioch, in the Apoſtles times 
werc each of them no more, then one particular ordinary congre- 
gation; then will it follow that the reſt of the Churches planted in 
cities by the Apoſtles, made alſo bur one congregation, the Do&. 
himſclfe being Iadge, who granteth this conkequence pag. 101.Ar 
this time therefore paſſing by the propoſigion, I will take in hand 
the Aſſumption, which comprizeth the conſequence of the former 
Enthfnem ; and unto all already ſayd tor removall of the D, ex+ 
ceptions, I add this one argament following; 

T be whole or proper charge unto Which the Preſbyterie with their preſidet 
ſeated in any city , was afſigned by the eApoftler, 1 coprized in theſe influ. 
font, Which in the eApoTtolicall Wrumgs concerve the office of Biſhops aud 
Preſoyters, 

$ thu onely charge it there eonmprized; to wit, the charge of all the Chri. 
flims whic h in theſe times, dwe(leng mm or about the towne or cnty that enjoyed 
ſuch 4 Preſbyterie, were call-d the Church of that, place, 

Ergo, thus onely charge, to wit , the charge of all the { briſtdms which ins 
thoſe twmnes diveliing m or «bout the T oven or (ity that enjoyed ſuch a Preſoye 
eric; Was the Whole charge, to which the Preſbytery With therr preſident ſea» 
ted im any cy, was aſſigned by the Apoſtles, 

The propolition cannot be doubted of; ſeing the Apoſtleteſti -- 
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eth the ſcripture to be ſufficienr, for the dire&ion of every Miniſter 
of God, and perfeRing of him in the work of his calling. 2 Tim. 3. 
16.17. And th'aſſamprion is evident by theſe and the like places, 
(AR, 20.28. 1, Tim. 3.1.5. 1.Thefi, 5. 12. Heb. t3.7.17) which 
ſhew that the perſons committed to the charge of Biſhops or Preſ. 
byrers , were none other then thoſe Chriſtians, which were mem« 
bers of the particular churches,wherein their labours were imploy- 
ed. For none other but ſuch chriſtias can properly be ynderſtood, 
by that flock or Church of God; which they ( in the 3.former pla- 
ces ) are charged to feed, to care for;& by the perſons, which are(in 
the two later ) comanded to know, love and obey ſuch as laboured 
amog the &c, And if the DoRor can yeild us any text of holy writ, 
that ſtretcheth the charge of Biſhops and Presbyters over an whole 
dioceſe or countrie, to labour the converſio of all that within ſuch 
a circuite belonged to Gods eleRion, I will moſt gladly liſten to it. 
In the interim, to end this point, | argue with him a conceſſis,in this 
manner; 

eA viſible (burch indued with power of cecl:-ſiaſticall government , Was 
the proper and Whole charge of eagh Preſbyterie, ordeyned by the Apoitles in 
any cite that imbraced the Goſpell . But the company of Chriſtians 
woich ia the «Apoſtles times , divelt in and about any citie , and were called 
the ("hurch of that citie was a viſible chure? mdued with power of eceleſyaſti- 
call government. Ergo ſuch a company of Chriftians , was the proper and 
whole charge, of each Preſhyterie ordeyned by the « Apoſtles, in any city thats 
1mbraced the Goſpell. The propoſition is in efte&R, all oge with 
that, which he ſupplicth to his Enthymem, Cap. 4. {c& 1. pag. 
64; where he afhirmeth, that the Presbyters ordeyned by the Apo- 
ſtles, were appointed to vifible Churches induced with power of ec- 
cle(iaſticall government. And the Aſſump:ion receiveth approta- 
tion from that deſcription of achurch in generall, and of a viſible 
Church in (peciall. cap. 1. pag. F- 5- 6. I could make theſe points 
more clears,if I thought ir needfull; but I hope he will rather ſub- 
ſcribe to the concluſion, then ſtrive in vaine againſt the ſtreame. 
Wherfore I procced to the Refurers argument urged ro prove, that 
the viſible Churches inducd by the Apoſtles wich the power of ce- 
cicſiaſticall government, were pariſhes . 

Chap. 5. Proving that, the wifivle ( burche! planted by the Apoſtles 
(as the Church of (orinth Epheſus Antioch &-c.) were each of thems 
#2 the dyes of the Apoitles , one onely particular (ongregation ordi- 


narily. 
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narily aſſembled in one place, Which is handled in the anſwer. pas 
66, and in the defenſe , lib. 2. cap, 6. pg. 100.66c. 


ae it is, that the Refuter cleaving cloſe to the wordes of the Se. r. ad 
DoRors afſcrtion ( ſerm. pag. 17. ) ſetteth downe the queſti. cap.6. [eR. 
on in theſe wordes: whether in the ApoiHes times and in the age followrng bo Þ. 100, & 


the viſible Churches indurd With power of eccleſiaſtical government , Were © 
pariſhes or no ? Hence Mr Doctor taketh occaſion to advertiſe the 
Reader , that be is to conclude that the Churches , Were each of them for the 
whole terme at, the leaft , but a pariſh cc, yet looking towardes his 
proofes, he confeſſeth (as the truth is) that, bis argamentation contey« 
-neth ro ranckes of Juſt ances: the former taken out of the ſcriptures, the Ltr 
cut of the fathers: Wherefore, I hope the indifterent will conceive, 
that his ſcripture inſtances are not to be carried beyond the Apo- 
ſes times; and that the fathers are to ſpeak for the age following; 

and conſequently will judge it, but an abſurd evaſion in the Do. 

to hold(as he doth)the former inſtances(and the argument which 

induceth them) unto the whole terme of 200. yeares , ſpecially ſc- 

ing he acknowledgeth(pag. 102) that his cheife proofes are boun- 

ded within the Apoſtle Pauls time. The Refurers Argument there- 

fore ſhall come forth once againe, in that plaine forme that was 
firſt given unto it. Onely I adde the Church of Teruſalem to the 04 

ther three, that he mentioneth , becauſe that which the Refuter 

urgeth touching it , is bounded alſo within the Apoſtles times, as 

appeareth pag. 64- of his anſwere ( for which cauſe I referre the 

handling of his 4 6 7 8 ſc&. cap. 5. concerning Ierulalem to this 

place. And fo it lieth thus; 

?f the (hurches of Corintb, Epheſus, Antioch and Teruſil-m (bring v5. 
ſible churches indued With power of ecckſiafticall government ) were each «f 
them but one pariſh: then the other viſible Churches indued with the hike pow- 
er; were alſs each of them, but one pariſh , But the fiſt is true, Ergo alfs 
the ſicoud. 

To make good the conſequence of the Propoſitionyhe faid, that 
it ſtand-th upon the foundation which the Door himſclfe layd 
in the firſt argument; drawne from his text: neyther was he there. 
in deceived; for in this defenſe cap. 2. ſet. 2. he confeſſeth, that: 
he preſappoſed all other Churches indued with power of ecclefia- 
ſticall goyerament, to be like to thoſe 7 ; becauſe it is not to be 
doubted,but the primitiveChurches indued with that power, were 
of like nature and conſtitution, Bur the DoRor buricth all —_ in 

ENCE; ; 
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ſilence; and ( as ifthe Refuter had jatreated that the conſequence 
might paſſe without controulment ) he (eemeth vawilling to yeild 
him ſo much favour vnleſſe it may be lawfull for him, to uſe ano- 
ther which he ſaith is like, viz. that if the (hurches of «Alexandria and 
Rome Were not pariſhonall (burches #n the firſt 200 yeares; ( be meaneth unto 
the full end of that 1erme) then neyther Were the {"burches of other cues, 
And then telleth us, But they were nor pariſhonall churches,as for 
Rome he had proved, and for Alexandria would prove; & there- 
fore concludeth fo of the reſt. Well, ler us reaſon a little with him; 
is the conſequence indeed the ſame? (o he ſaith; bur doth he ſpeak 
as he is perſwaded? if not, why ſerteth he ſuch a face of truth upon 
alic? If yea , why inwrappeth he his owne feet in the ſnare that he 
layerh for another ? for whether he diſclaime or allow the conſe- 
quence, and the hypotheſis, whereon it is grounded; will he nil he, 
he muſt beare the blame of a foule contradiction. To diſclaime it, 
is to overthrow ( as before is noted) the foundation of his owne 

A foul c6- argument, pa.4 2.To allow it,is tro make way for the utter ruine of 

tradiction thataſſumprtion,which he urgeth for a double advantage, (p.69.& 

iatheD. T22. lin, 1,) for if that may be vercfied of all other Churches; 
which he aroucheth (here and pag. 1 24) for certeinty,of Alexan- 
dria; and elſewhere ( pag 50. and 122 ) denieth probable in ſome 
others, then by the like conſequence ( alike grounded on the (ame 
hypotheſis)we may conclude that all othcr Churches, indued u ith 
power of ecclefiaſticall government, were alſo divided into diverſe 
pariſhes, even in the Apoſtles times, deſerveth not the D. now to 
be beaten with his owne cudgell,pag 73- Is it credible that any 
man thould be ſo tranſported with the ſpirit of contradiQion,that 
he ſhould not care, (0 he may gainſay his adverſaries preſent afſer- 
tion; how ſhamefally he coutradiRteth bimſclfe, yer thus it fareth 
with the Door. 

Notwithſtanding, I can eafily free the Refuter from that diſadran- 
tage, which the D. concluſion threatneth. For we can and wil hold 
our owne conſequence for a truth on both parts already aſſcnted 
eo; till we heare him directly contradict the hypotheſis, whereon it 
15 grounded ( as himſclfe acknowledgeth ) viz . that all churches 
indued with power of ccclcfiaſlicall government, were at tke firſt 
of the ſame nature and conſtitution : but the later (hall hang in 
ſuſpence, till he hath proved , rhatit is grounded on the ſame hy- 
porhelis, For in our apprehenſion, his couſequence preſuppoſeth, 


- that 
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that all Churehes were alike ( notin that nature and conſtitutions 
wherein they (tood ar the firit, but ) in this alteration, wherein A- 
lexandria & Rome went before others;namely ro be diſtinguiſhed 
inro many pariſhes, whereas all, at their firſt planting, were vadi- 
fiinguiſhed as himſcife confeſſcrth , 


To paſle therefore forwards to the Aſſumption; becauſe the 52a... a4 


7% 


Refurer ſaith, ie appeereth plume by the proofe of the perticulars , Mr. D. {c.z. pag, 


alkerh, whether hu ſyll-giſmes are ſo (oone come toan end? and perceiving 
that his cheefe proots are, that in the Apoſtle Pauls time, each of 
them vſcd to aſtemble in one congregation: he further aſketh whe 
ther this was bus Aſſumption? whereto I anſwer, that for brevity ſake 
the Refurer omicred the contriving of his proofes into forme of 
ſyllogiſticall reaſoning, preſuming (as the DoR. ſaith elſwhere in 
his owne defenſe pag 79. ) that any man might, from that which 
ze Doct.ubſerverhto be his cheife drift conclude his aſſumption, 
thus; 
T be Churches of (orinth, Epheſus, «Antioch and Teruſalew, wereeach 
#f them un the eApoſtle Pauls timer, no more then ordinarily aſſembled un ons 
lace, 
y T bereſore, they were each of them, at; that time but one pariſh, 
But the Door having wronged his Retuter before , by ſtretch- 


ing his aſſumprion beyond the age of the Apoſtles,to thi full rerm 


of 200 yearcs;holdeth on and doubleth the wrong, by reteyning 
the ſame addition of 200. yeares; that he might haue the more c0- 
lour tocavill with the conſequence of the argument; & to charge 
his Reſuter with playing the Sophiiter, in taking that for graunted, 
which he did not ſo much as dreame of; viz. that each of thoſe 
Churches continued ore congregation;and fo one pariſh, for 200. 
yeares , becauſe they were but one congregation in the Apoftles 
times, Wherefore, what he obje&cth to infringe this conſequence, 
I overpaſſe as unworthy the anſwer, ſcing he forged it tor the 
nonce to cavill with . True it is, that the conſequence of the En 
t 1ymem bx fore ſer down preſuppoſeth a truth in this aſſertivy (cz, 

that choſe Churches are pariſhes whoſc people are no more, then 
ſuch as ordinarily afk-mblc in one place . And the Refuter d: emed 
it a vane exp«cnce of time and labour , (yex meere fo'ly ro call into 
queſtion tl-ar which was of the Dodtor aſſented unto, (erm. p.q4') 
viz. that( wh. n we affir:ne and he denieth every viſible Church ra 


b« properly a pariſh) by a pariſh is meant a pariwular ordnary £0. 
K 
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gregation of Chriſtians aſſembling in one place to the ſolemne ſer- 
vice of God. Wherefore in denying nowe the conſcquence of the 
argumenc bcfore delivered , what elſe doth he, bur play the wran- 
gler ? For ne that meanerh truely, to bring che matter controver- 
red ro the right iſſue, will neyer offer to gainfay, what is certaine 
and confelſcd . Aad becauſe he ſaith , that the reaſons of bis denie'l, 
are ſet dovone at large, cap. 3. ſet. 5. 6. I muſt tel] him that I finde 
nathing there, that direaly controuleth the hyporhefis of our c0- 
ſ:quence here ; to wit, that every Church which maketh but one 
ordinarie congregation is a pariſh . And whatſoever is there ſayd 
touching the point then in hand, it is ſufficiently ( to uſe his owne 
words ) overthrown already. Wherfore,let us hear thoſe 2. Reaſos, 
which for « ſarpluſſage ( as he ſaith ) he now addeth; The firſt is this, 
7f theſe Churches becauſe they were each of them one congregatun,were pa- 
_ , before the drviſion of pariſhes, then they were ſuch Churches , as aftev 
the droifion , pariſhes Were , But they Were not ſach (hurches. ( 1 will 
adde the concluſion) Ergo , neyther were they pariſhes, before the drviſiow 
of Pariſhes; becauſe they vere each of them one congregation. | 
Firſt , I praye the DuRor to tell us , what moveth him to tum- 
ble into the concluſion , and conſequent of the propoſition this 
clauſe, before the dwviſion of pariſhes? Where hath his Refuter ſayd,that 
thoſe Churches of Corinth, Epheſus &c.were pariſhes before the 
diviſion of pariſhes? or why doth he father on him ſuch a ſenſleſle 
aſſertion , as this is? For in his owne underſtanding, ir is all one, 
as if a man ſhould (ay,thee, thoſe (*hurches were pariſhes , before they werg 
any periſhes at. all, as appeareth by his deſcanting upon this point, 
pag. 69. and 70. Butletus (ce how the DoRor fortifycth each 
part of his argumentation, Firſt couching his aſſumption to prove 
that thoſe Churches were not ſuch , as were the pariſhes that follo- 
wed the diviſion, he urgeth z. differences betwixt the one and the 
other. 1. pariſhes after their diviſion, had not a Biſhop and a Preſ- 
byterie (as thoſe Churches had) but onely one Presbyter aſſigned 
tothem . 2. the Paſtor of the Pariſhes was not a mianadne, 
(as was the Biſhop of thoſe Churches ) over other Paſtors. z. nei- 
ther was any of them intended ( as each of thoſe Churches was) 


The Do&, £0 be a Mother-church . Theſe diff-rences being nakedly affirmed, 


argueth 


may with a bare deniall be repelled ; bur the anſwere at this time 


lik: 250- ſhalbe rather this; that he playerh the Sophiſter in arguing « dils 


Phulicr. 


ſocundum quid, ad ſimplieter. For ſay that he could (as he cannot ) 
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mainreyne theſe differences; thoſe Churches might be ( yea were ) 
notwithſtanding, ſuch churches as the pariſhes were after the di- 
viſion : that is, alike in the point, which himſelte raketh nocice of 
(pag. 4- of his ſermon) as the ſubſtanciall point of the agreement 
intended; the former being aſwell as the later , each of them , one 
ordinary congregation afſembled in one place. Bur if his meaning 
be, that, they were no! ſuch in all points, we may well demurre upon the 
matcer, till che queſtion be debared (which belongeth to another 
tra) what manner of pariſhes they were, which received their 0+ 
riginall, from the diviſion of one citie Church into many pariſh- 
aſſemblies. In the meane time, to come to the conſequence of his 
propofition, whereas he ſaith, « may nor be denied , HFeerally by them, 

that, Frould hae all pariſhes framed to the conftitution of the firit (hurches; 
1 wilbe (0 bolde as utterly to contradid this ſpeach , and (ay the 

contrary to it, that it may very well be denyed even by ſuch as 

would haue the parithes ſo framed , For in as much as they 

deſire, not the aboliſhing of pariſhes, but the reducing of chem to 

the patterne of the firſt Churches , it is evident, that they in cheir- 
judgment hold two kindes of parithes ; the one dittering from, the 

other agrecing with the forme and conſtitution of the firſt Chure 
ches. And whoſoever will in any ſort undertake the defenſe of that 

conclufion , which the DoRors argument throweth upon his Re 
futer, he muſt needs diſtinguiſh in ſome reſpe& or other, betwixt 

the pariſhes that had their being before, and thoſe that began af- 

ter that diviſion of pariſhes , whereof he ſpeaketh ; and therefore 
maſt of neceſſicie contradi& the Doors conſequence, & ſay,that 

the firſt Charches , which were pariſhes (in aſmuch as they were 

but one congregation) before that diviſion of pariſhes, which fol- 

lowed (when thoſe Churches by reaſon of their multitude, hugely 

increaſed, were parted into more particular congregations;) were 

not in a!l points ſuch Churches as the later pariſhes were. 


Thus is the ſtroake of his firſt reaſon warded; let me come now 5 


to encounter with the ſecond. If faith he, that, aſſumprion was falſe,” 
whch denied Pariſhes to have been diftinguiſhed in the Apoſtles times; then 
Mheſe (*hburche: were not onely many congregations but many pariſhes alſs. Bud 
the Refuter ayd before that, that, affuneptron had no truth m it. ( here alſo 
muſt I adde the concluſion) Ergo,thoſe Churches were, not one» 
ly many congregations but alſo many pariſhes. Vnderſtand this 
to be meant of each Church ſeyerally,q. d. Ergo each of them was 
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not one onely congregation or pariſh, but many. And marke whay 
followerh . Ib: ſe two juſt exceptions (faith he) / bave agamit bu conſe, 
gence , So you may diſccrne how jult cauſe he giverh me, to rake 
up againfthim, his owne faſhion of reply,pag.72. Good Sir, what 
is this to the Refuters conſequence? Where doth he ſay, that each 
of theſe Churches was bur one congregation,and not many? and 
where, that cach was but one pariſh 2 1s nor the tormer his Ante 
cedent or aſſumption,and the later the conſequent or conclufion? 
Therefore (to uſc his owne words, pag. 73.) when you would 
ſerma to deny the crnſequence , you do nt ſo much as touch tt; but by taking « 
fapprſed advartage againſt ſome other aſſertion of hisz you deny the 
privcipallconcluſim, I might proceed therefore ro rowle him up, with 
the (weer ſound of his owne bells, pag. 47. and ring this peale into 
his cares, 7s not the deniall ef the concluſwn an evidence that, the Deflor is 
confounded cc? but I ſpare him the reſt of his ſpeach and return ts 
the matter . His argument is no other then ſuch as he before ob. 
x:ced (pag. 73+ pon pr and is already anſwered cap. 3. {.&. 10, 
and 15. )to this purpoſe, viz. that the refuter in affirming pariſhes 
to be diſtinguiſhed in the Apoſtles times , cannot contradi& his 
owne aſſertion, which mainteyneth the Apoſtolike Churches to be 
pariſhes; becauſe in bis underſtanding, every par'icular congrega« 
tion is a pariſh . And if it be not ſo alſo in the DoRors perſwaſion, 
why doth he (o often uſe the wordcs indiff.rently ( viz. ſeverall 
_ or congregations ) for one and the ſarge thing? Yea fince 
e coupleth congregations and pariſhes rogicher in this very argu- 
ment of his ; to contradi& his concluſion, and fo to juſtify our 
owne , I tender him for r«<quitall this that followerh, 

If that aſſumprion be true which denieth the { burches to have been df- 
vided int» ſeverall congregations or pariſhes m the eApoſiles t:-me: then the 
Churches of Corinth Epheſus 56, Were in that age each of them;but one one« 
ly comgregation or pariſh. But that «ſumption u by the D. mairt-yned to bs 
true, pa2.69. and 7;; let himthercfore dif. laime that Aſumprig 
or give way to this concluſion. Therefore, the (hurches of Cori th E. 
pheſus cc vere each of them, in the Apoitls t1m:4, but ene anvly CONgreg an 
fron or pariſh, and not many, Burtlet us heare, whatitis that with. 
holdeth his aſſent from the Anteccdeut ( or aſſamprivn ) of che 
R:furers, br for. ſet downe. | 
Though? 1eny wi (faith he ) but that it the firſt, an4 namely in the 


_ 3-P3+ gave of the Ape Print , the moit of the Churches , [6 [11 after therr con. 


verſron) 
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verſyon ) did not rath of them exceed , the proportion of « pipulous corgreq ati< 
mm; yet | camn0t yeild to all bs proofs > Even ſoz but why doth he not 
anſweredireRly to the point , by approving or contrarying, that 
which 1s ſayd of choſe threechurches, Corinth Epheſus and Anti- 
oche? If it be falſe in his p-rſwafion, what maketh him affrayd or 
abatht , to di\coyer rhe falſhood thereof ? if true, why doth he not 
lainly acknowledge 11? He hath courage enough to do the one; 
t it ſeemerh he wanteth that grace that ſhould doe the other, 
And touching the proofes, when he ſaith, he canner yeeld to «ll, would 
not a man think he did allowe of ſome?and yet he ſnarleth at every 
one. But if a man ſhould ask him for his belt proofes, that he can 
p:oduce,to juſtify that which he acknowledgerh ({cz.that the moſt 
of the Churches in Pauls time did nor exceed the proportion of a 
populous congregation) could he finde {rhink ye )in the Apoſto. 
hcall writings any more pregnant allegations,to countenance his 
aſſertion, then ſuch as the Refater hath produced 2 Well, let us 
givc him the hearing in his exceptions, Firſt in the ſcriptures al- 
kadged he taketh occaſion from the date of them , being before 
the yeare 55.0r 60), to weaken his argumentation; tor it ſoundeth 
in his cares «! if be hed ſayd ,?f before the yeare 55. or 60, they Were but The D. ig 
oe congregation , then they were no more untull the yeare 204. Sre how ſoon 1prienthes 
the Door forgetreth himſeife; for his owne pen teſtifyeth (lin. r , 79wwures 
& 2, of this very page 104)that beth the mane garment and the proofs eantoug 
Whererf doe ſpeakof the Apoſiles rime, And can any matter queſtioned 
concerning the ſtate of any Church or Churches in the Apoſlles 
time be proved from the (criptnre , otherwiſe then by thoſe teſti. 
monies that their writings affoard? He chat can argue at his plea- 
ſure from the condition of the 7, Churches in. Iohns time ( ſee 
his defenſe for this . lib. 2. pa. 45- and 47. and lib. 3. pag. —_ 
*conclude all other Churches to be ſuch, as they were for the firſt 
290, yeares; and from the ſtare of the Churches that flouriſhed in 
the third or fourth age after Chriſt ; ro prove that the Churches & 
Biſhops cRabliſhed by the Apoſtles, were of the ſame conftirution: 
doth he nor ſhzw himſelf an egregious wrangler, when he wil nor 


. admit the teſtimony of S, Paul and $. Luke, to be ſufficient for the 

tim: of the Apoſtles, becauſe $. Iohn lived 40. yeares or more after 

the dare of their writings? eſpecially when no alteration can be 

_ by any other evidence, as himſclfe confeſſeth , pag. 101, 
+ 30s 


But 
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But $ he hath exceptions of more weight againſt the par. 
Ce ang the church of Corinth he Caich, the thing th. 
i teftifyed for it ( t. Cor. 11. 14. 20. 33. ) ſuch 44 might be written to the 
Chureb of England . Falſe and abſurd , can it be affirmed of all the 
people orokilieg the goſpell in England, that they come , (or for 
their number may come ) togither ( en te eccleſia & epi toamto)in one 
Church, or into one place; to car the Lords (upper? bur the words 
of the Apoſtle ( verſ. 18. 20. 33. ) doe by conſequence imply 
thatthe faithfull which then were members of the Church in Co- 
rinth ( to whom he writeth ) came togither in one Church aſlem- 
bly and into one place (or ar leaſt tor their number might, &in du- 
tie ought, ſo to afſemble togither) to eate the Lords ſupper. Com- 
pare the tenour of the Apoltles words ſanerchowenoon humoon Cc. y. 
18, 20, with thelike phraſe of ſpeach (1. Cor. 5. 4- ) ſwnachthen- 
toon humooe 6c, Math. 22. 34-41. and 27. 17, AR. 20.7.8. & 25, 
17. & 28.17. ſuncemenoon, vel ſunelthontoen cc, and it will appeare 
that a concurſe into one place, for one worke, is imported by the 
very word ſunerchowai , though it had no other wordes annexed to 
inforce that conſtruion. Neyther can any one inſtance be given, 
where it noteth ſuch a diſtribution into many ſeverall ſocieties, as 
muſt be implied in it , if it ſhould be applycd ro the Church of En- 
gland , which cannot poſhibly be gathered into one place, for the 
cclebration of the Lordes ſupper . But why doth the DoRor bury 
in filence, that other teſtimony, 1. Cor. 14. 23. &c. Een onn ſunel- 
the be eccleſia bolee ep1 ts auto? Whar,did he skip becauſe he could not 
ſpell? Doabtleſſe his owne conſcience told him, the ſimpleſt of his 
readers would hare diſcerned , that he had ſpoken againſt comon 
ſenſe, if he ſhould haue ſayd,rhat the like might be affirmed of the 
Church of England. viz. that the whole Church comerh rogither 


into one place. And yet he was loth ro acknowledge , that thoſe - 


words evidently approve the Ref: aſſertion touching the Church 
of Corinthe, viz. that their number was no more then ſuch, as or- 
dinarily afſemblcd for the worſhip of God into one place . 
Secondly, whereas he ſaith, that whar is teſtifyed for the Church 
of Epheſus, AR. 20. 28. might be applyed by a Biſhop 1m his viſitation to 


all the Mmsſters of « Droceſse , What elſe is it but a dire contradi- * | 


Ron of that truth which himfcftc hath already approved 1Pag-75+ 


tradition YVize that theſe Preſbyters attended one flock, m common (that is comunt co» 


inthe D. #:ho,er nwurne anxilio, and Were not aſſizned to ſeverall pariſhes, or parts of the 
Bock, 


ys 
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fock,, For how can that ſpeach, which importerh 2 c6mon charge 


given co many Presbyters, over one flock or congregation (not yet 
diltingaiſhed into ſeveral} parts or members fidy be applyed ( & 
without any change in the meaning of the words ) ro a multitude 
of Miniſters which haveevery one, their particular flock or portis 
of people commitred to his peculiar overſight 2 If the Do&. ſhall 
eyther here;, or in the former ſcripture ) alleadge for his defenſe, 
that theſe ſpraches may be fitly applyed ( though ina differin 
ſcnſe ) ro ſuch purpoſe as he affirmerh; it may be replycd, that 7 
he confeſſe the ſenſe to be differing, he diſcovereth his anſwer to be 
deceirfull - bur it is falſe and abſurd , if the conſtruction of the 
words be one & the ſame. As for that which headdeth touch- 
ing the word flock that it may be extended to a national), provinci- 
all or dioceſan Church , what meaneth he ſtill ro preſume, that 
his bare word will be taken for currant payment ? I confeſſe, ir is 
ſometimes put for the vniverſall Church ( as lohn 10. 16. ) but he 
can alleadge no place in all the Apoſtolical writings, where it is gi- 
yen to any viſible church, that comprized in her circuite many di- 
ſtin& congregations . Wherefore he can with no ſhew of reaſon 
contradi& his Refuter in affirming it to be a new conceite (& yoid 
of reaſon ) to imagine that the church of Epheſus was a Dioceſan 
flock conſiſting of many congregations. Moreover how can we 
in the interpretarion of the ſcripture, admit any word, whoſe ſig- 
nification is queſtioned to be extended ynts a thing , which art 
that time had none exiſtece in rerum natura?or how can he affirm 
without contradiQion to the truth(elſwhere acknowledged ) that 
the Church of Epheſus was a nationall or provinciall Church ? for 
vinciall Churches grew up by the combinatis of many Diece- 
[5 ender one Metropolitan Biſhop, ( as himſelfe affirmerth lib. 3. 
pag. 21) but as yet Epheſus had no Biſhop at all, if that be true 
which he mainteyneth touching Timothy their firſt Biſhop, in his 
account; (ſerm pag. 79. and $0. and Def. lib. 4. pag. 90. ) viz. 
that he was not ordeyned Biſhop, till after Pauls deliverance from 
his impriſonment at Rome, And if the reſt of the churthes which 


were then in Afia( 1.Cor. 16. 19. ) ſtood in any ſubordinnion to 


Epheſus, as the Mother-Church of the whole nation; why ſhould 
not Ephefus have ſome note of principality given vntoit, above 
the r:{t of the 7. Churches Apoc, 1.and 2? Bur bhimſelfe reckoneth 


themall Jike principally ( lib, 2- pag. 43: lin, 2. )at the leaft e- 
qualleth 


7p 
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qualleth 4. other with Epheſus in the dignity of Mother-citics./pa. 
63. following; 

Thirdly concerning the Church at Antioch, rather then the D, 
will acknowledge,that the people therot aſſembled togither in one 
place ( which the Refuter gathereth from ARs. 14.27. ) he indea- 
yourcth to clude the teſtimony by a frivolous evahon that hath no 
appearance of truth, Jr # appearani(ſaith be) that. net all the Church 
Fenſiſting of buſpaudes and Wyves, thew children and ſervarts; but ſome 
of the cheefe and principall, perbaps not many ( perhaps not any) beſides thoſe 
of tbe clergie, Were called to that meetimg, Thus he ſaith, but why doth 
he not acquaint us with the reajons that made this apparant to 
his ſenſes? doth he think ſtill to win credit by his bare word? when 
Paul and Barnabas were by impoſition of hands commended to 
the grace of God, for that work which they had now fulfilled, will 
he ſay that the laity fer the greater part ( or at leaſt wives children 
and ſervants ) were excluded from the Leitiirgie, faſting and'pray- 
ers, which were then performed. AR. 13. 2. 3? doth not himſelfe 
acknowledge the Leiturgie to be the publiq; ſervice of God in the 
congregation?ſerm: ot the dig: and duty of the Miniſters pag. 25. 
lin. penulr. Is it not the judgment of the ſound divines ? lertourgers 
ſignificat ( ſaith Aretinus upon that place ) talieta ergezein, publica obire niu« 
md, (olleita erat,ecelia ( ſatth Zanchizs de eper : redempe. pag. 714. ) quia 
Lucas att leitourgonntoon axtoon. If the the whole body of that Church 
(without exceprion of age, ſex or outward eſtate) joyned in pray«r 
and faſting, when they were ſeparatcd tothe work ; ſhall we think, 
they diſdeyned to afſemblethe whole , or made ſpeciall choiſe « f 
few, when they gathered the Church togither, to relate vitro them 
what God had wrought by their Miniſtery?Is it not ſafeſt, & moſt 
conſonant to the rules of (ound interpret the text, to vnderſt;d 
by the chwch here,the multitude,and not the clergie onely,or fone 
tew principall men;ſcing in another calc (& nor long after )it is Ex» 
preſlcly ſayd, thar they which wer: ſent with Paul and Batvabas to 
Antioche from the Synode at Icruſalem ſunagage ntes to pl.thos) has 

ying gathered togither the multitude , delivered the <piſtle? x & 
the D. him{clfe quoteth both this rext ( As. 14. 27.) andthoſe 
beforc handled, touching the Corinthian Church(1. Cor. 11. 18, 
23) as ſignifying the Church cf a citic and countric adjoyning,cos 
gregarcd intoa congregation. (pag 4 . of this book),Wherefore, 
Kis apparant, that in coutradidtng his Refurers proutes from the 
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ſcriptures; he doth bur labour toobſcure the light, which himſelfe 
diſcerneth well enough; bur is loth that others ſhould apprehend. 


His other teftiinonics are out of Euſebius, Ignatius and ſome $4.4 24 


of our owne writers as the D, ſaith, ofall which , this is his grave 
cenſure in generall. That they are ſcarce worth the mencioning; & yet he 
doth his beſt to wreſt them our of his Refurers hands ; ler us (ce 
how well he doth ir. Firſt ourof Euſebins it is obſerved that he col- 
leth the (ourebes of Cornith, Epheſus and eAntoch, parethias, that is, pa- 
riſhes. And becauſe the D. had inſerted (ſerm. pag.- 4. and 26. ) 
ſomething to perſwade that Euſebius and others take the word in 
alarger ſcnſe,to wit,for the whole dioceſe, or at feaſt for citie and 
ſuburbs , though conteyning many particular pariſhes: to make it 
appcare that Euſebius raketh the word as we doe, for one particu= 
lar congregation of Chriſtians, he urgeth that phraſe, which he a(- 
keth concerningTimothees Bithoprick, which he ſaith, was of the pa- 
riſh in Epheſus, Now it were,((aith the Refurer) a iFrenge knide of FFeach, 
fr Euſebixa to terve the Drceſe (or the whole citie and ſuburbs) of 
Epbeſua , the pariſh of Epheſus; for who would ſay, the pariſh in London, for 
the Dioceſe o the Bifhop of London; ſeing the Whole cure ts not the tenth pars 
of the Dioc:ſe? And addeth, that as Euſcbius callcth the Chutch of 
Epheſas, one pariſh in Epbeſs; ſo when he [peakerh of the Chriſti- 
ans in a Province, he caketh thi ſeverall companies aſſembling togi- 
ther in one place*Parifhes or (hurches , as of (reete, Pomtus ec. lib. 3. 
C2. 4. & lib. 4- cap. 22. Toall which the DoQor maketh a ſlight 
anſwere, fiſt referring usto that which he hath before ſpoken rou- 
ching the encient uſe of the word payoikua ( cap. 1. pag. 11.) where there 
is not one word , that eyther takerh notice of the maine objeftion 
(touching the parith in Epheſus) or giverh any colour of anſwer to 
it; therefore he addeth that, Enſebuu as he uſed the propoſuton en,(6 ſome» 
ties kata to the (awe py poſe, the which is talſe,and hath nothing to 
cover the naked falſhood of ir. 

Vnto Ignatius who witnefſerh, that the Church of Epheſus, in 
his rime, came togither (epito auro ) into one place , he giveth the 
like anſwere , to that which is refured before (rouching the words 


* 2, Cor, 11.18.20.) viz, that. the fart bfull m London may be m like man- 


wer exhorted (theugh they be divided into mary congregations )to come oft 40= 
| nn one place. Bur he that ſhould ſo write, would be thought ro 
ak very iproperly & obſcurely, ſcing it is impoſſible they ſhould 
mcct togither iy one place, tor the publiq;ſcrvice ofGod. As tor 

L that word 
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word polupletheia, which Ignatius uſeth ( as the D. imagineth ) of 
purpole to note , thac the Church conſiſted of many multitudes or 
congregations z it is but a weak conjeRare , unworthy to come fr6 
the DoRor for popupletheia is nothing elle , but polu plethos a great 
multitudezand therefore argueth not many congregations, but ra- 
ther one great aſſembly. But goe we forwardes; whereas Ignatius 
calleth the Church at Antioch ſanegoger, a Synagogue, which pro 
perly noreth one congregation ; as ritch as he is, he hath no ocher 
anſwer to give us, but that 5t is uſed in the (ame ſigmfication with eccleſia, 
which argueth his povertie, in aſ.nuch as he duth therein againe 
bur begge the queſtion. Yea, but he hath another (lift wherein he 
much glorieth, viz. that Ignatius entitlcth himſelf the Biſhop of Sy- 
rie - epiſt. ad Magneſ.& Rom.& as it he had trook it dead, willkth 
his adverſarie to tell him, what: menver of pariſh Syria was ; and defi» 
reth that he may heare alſe what. be can obie againſt the two epiltles; 
and (o giveth all che grace he can to them, cloſing all up & ſaying, 
that he leavetb that moſt pregnant &+ authentique ce of Jonating 18 his 
edverſary to muſt upon . See you not how bragge he would ſreme+:ro 
be, as if he had gorten a great conqueſt?yet what is this tothe pres» 
ſent queſtion? will he thus argue ?-The Chriſtians rhroughout Sys» 
ria in che time of Ignatius ( who calleth himfelfe the Biſhop of Sy» 
ria ) made many Churches or congregations. Ergo the Church of 
Antioch ( whereof he had more properly the charge) was more 
then one congregation , Canthere come a worſe inconſequence 
from one that is buta ſmatrerer in ſchoole dilputations? 

Thus are wee come to the teſtimonyes of the new writers. viz, 
Tindall, Bale, Fulk, Perkins; Our great Church-Bible, and D. Bil- 
ſon. eAllwhich,the DoRor ſaith (excepring ewo teftumenies of T maall) 
the Refer moſt childiſhly alleadgeth , But what if his exceptions; be 
more childiſh, then his R: fucers allegations?let us compare them; 
and leave the cenſure of both , to the indifferent reader. It is obs 
jecGed thar the ancient tranſlators 'of the new teſtament into the 
engl:ſh tongue, doe turne the word, eccleſia, congregation; when they 
ſpeak of the Church of Epheſus, and the reſt in the Revelations 
and to the ſame purpoſe are rhe reſt ( bar DoR.Bilſon)alleadged). 


. Andthat tranſlation is juſtified hot onely by Mr Tindall againſt $, 


Thomas More, but by tohn Bale ſometimes a Biſhop, in his ex 
$:ion of the word Churches and Candleſticks, by D. Fulk againſt 
the Rhemitts aunor, in Ephel, 5, and by Mr Perkins in his expoſi- 
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tion of Apoc. 2. & 3. affirming that the 7. Chorches were parti 
cular congregations. And D. Bilſon againſt the Seminaries affir- 
meth, thar the word is never taken in the new teſtament for the 
Preiſts alone; but for the congregation of the faithtull, and name- 
ly that itis ſo takenAR. 20,28, Fro which allegations it is inferred, 
that therefore in their judgement, the Church of Epheſus, & other 
like churches in cities; were cach of them bur one particular c6gre- 
gation , and did not conſiſt of many, Now is not this inference 

rounded on good probabilitie? for can it be imagined that theſe 
— &worrhy men would have ſo interpreted the word ecclſie, 
by congreg«rion , if they had not been perſwaded, that moſt natural- 
ly it expreſſed the meaning thereof? And if ſo; mult not each par- 
ticular Church, be, in their judgement one particular congregati- 
on? If the Papiſts could prove any one of the 7. Churches of A- 
fia, to haue conſiſted of many diſtin& congregations: were it not 
a more juſt exception , then any they haue alleadged, to weaken 
their interpretation; ſcing a multitude diſtinguiſhed into many 
congregations , cannot properly be called one congregation? But 
let us heare the DoRors exceptions . Firſt he telleth us , that the 
ancient engliſh Ribles, doe uſe the word congregation , not onely Where 
mention is made of p ticular (" hurches, but of the unwoerſall (hurch alſs,as 
Mar. 16 18. Epheſ, 1.22. & 5. 25. even (o; and we know it well; 
and eſtecme the reaſon to be alike; tor as particular Churches are' 
each of them one viſible congregation, and not many : ſo is the 
Church univerſall , one inviſible congregation; the former gathe- 
red togither into one afſembly; open to the cyes of men at one 
time and in one place; the other gathered rogither into one myſti- 
call body , which (though hidden from men in this world , yct) is 
wo nituitu manifeſt unto God, and at the laſt day, ſhalbe aQually 
congregated into one afſembly in the yiewe of men and angels. 
S-condly the DoQor layeth downe the reaſons moving the firſt trmſla« 
tors of the Bible into Engliſh, ts avoyd the name Church and in ſtead thert« 
of to uſe the word congregation « 1. Becauſe CHURCH more properly ſigni» 


. fret» the place of meering ,then the Corgre ation ot ſelf , Which is meant by- 


eccl-ſiz. 2. Becauſe the Papiſts bad abuſed it to ſiqmfy, eyther generally re" 
rom'ſh ("hurch or particularly to import the romiſh (lergie. Avd I with the 
reader co conſider, whether this firſt reaſon doth not juſtify the re» 
futers affirm ation, viz. thatin the judgement of thoſe Tranſlators: 
ECCLESLA doth propcrly note ſuch a congregation as is gathered 
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rogither in one place, & whither the ſecond doth any way infringe 


un? 
3c@.re,.2d Thirdly concerning the teſtimony of D. Fulk; the DoQor ſaith, 
J3g- 107. the allegation thureef , ſhemeth extreame want, eyther of udgement or boneſ- 


tie: bur I perſwade my felfe, the want eyther of the one or other, 
will more juſtly fall upon the Accuſer, then the Refut: when things 
are indiffcrently weighed on bork ſides. For wherein hath be tay. 
Icd? Is it not true which he ſaith, that D. Fulknitifiecth the tranſia. 
tion of eccleſia by congregation au better expreſſing the Greck.then the word 
Church ? & doth not this argue plaincly, that ke heild the Church 
of Epheſus (and all other Churches in citics) to confift but of one 
po congregation onely ? In deed, if his defenſe of our Bi- 
les, tranſlating eccleſia by congregation, had been limitcd onely to 
that text Ephelſ. 5. 23. (as Mr DoRor indeavoureth to perſwade) 
the Refuter had ſhewed litle diſcretion, in the choiſe of chat celtt» 
mony, to argue that which he inferreth : - but as the Rhemifts ( in 
their annor. on that text ) taxe our firſt engliſh Bibles with corru«- 
ption (not for miſtranflating the word in that place onely , but 
generally ) for not uſing ſo much at once in all the Bible,the name 
of Church, but in ſtead thereof, congregation : ſo D. Fulks anſwer 
is fitted in generall co juſtify the Tranfiatorsin ſo doing. T hey r6+ 
ther uſed ((aith he ) the word (ongregateon then ("hurch to avoyd ambigni« 
ty; becauſe this ord { barch is comonly taken for the howſe of the aſſembly 
of (oriitiang; and that, the prople might know that, the Church is a gateer- 
ing togither , of all the members into one body , which iv the name of church 
doth not appeare . Is it not plaine that in his underſtanding,the word 
ecckſia ſignificth properly, ſuch an aſſembly of Chriſtians as is ga= 
thered togither into one body, in one houſe or place, ſi:ch as co» 
monly we call a Church? See | pray, how heinterpreteth himſclte 
n his anſwere to Gregory Martin Pref. (c&. 51: pag. 92. and cap. 
5. ſcR. 5. pag 148. Whercfore , though he ſpeak never a word of 
the Church of Epheſus in ſpeciall, yer his defenſe of the tranſlati- 
ons 1n generall, doth not onely juſtify-them in calling the Church 
in Epheſus, the Congregation in Epheſus;bur alſo argue by conle« 
uence,that the Church there conſiſted at that time, (not of many 
| congregations, bur)of one particular Church-aN-mbly 
enely. Wherefore, the Do&or mought with more judgement & 
honeſty have er a eſe face upon ir, then to charge his Retut: with 
yant of cyther, for alleadging his teftiziony, 
Fourthly 
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Fourthly as touching the teſtimony of Mr. Perkins,the ſame in- 
ference alſo clearely arilerh from his affertion, viz.that the 7.chure 
ches were particular congregations. For he would never have ſo 
ſaid vnlefſe he thought each of them to be one particular congre- 
gationz ſcing it were abſurd to entitle any Church, a particular c6- 
gregation, which is knowne to conſiſt of many particulars. And 
for the ſame cauſe, who can with reaſon judge otherwile, then that 
D. Bilſon alfo took the Church of Epheſus to be one congregatis, 
when he alleadgeth Aa. 20. 28, to ſhew, that the Church in the 
new Teſtamenr, is put for the congregation of the fairthfull, & not 
for the Preiſts alone. Wherefore whereas the D. in the concluſion 
renueth his challenge, that our new Wvriters are chuldiſhly alleadged;what 
elſe dorh he, but ſhew himſclfe to be ſer ro ourface all > The which 
the more appeareth by that his taxe layd upon his Refuter far al- 
teadging Mr Tindall which (as he ſaith ) was not a ebildiſh miftcke- 
ing,but 4 Wilfull miſalleadging of bim in both places , there being in the for- 
wer , no ſuch thing ; and in the later « of the teft1mony; and to 
aggrevare the ottence, chargeth it upon him as comitted againe, 
lid 4+ cap. 7-ſeR&. 9 Bur if any fault be here comitred ( fave the 
miſtaking of pag. 135. for 133. ) iris in the Do@or, who moughr 
alſo have amended that miſtaking; ſeing he could not bur fee it, 
when he patched up his owne allegation out of both thoſe pages, 
but ir ſeemeth he had rather make two faults then mend one, And 
that it may appeare how he falſcly accuſerh his Retuter;lcr the rea- 
der conſider, that as the words ſet downe by him are not Mr Tin- 
dals words at large; bur a breife of themy ſo they are a true breife 
of them, For proofe whereof it is cleare, 1 , that he mak«eth Bi- 
ſhops, Preifts and Elders all one, pag.53.54. 251.345, 2, He ſaith 
thac by their office., thry Were alwayes «brding in one place to governe the 
Congregation there. pag. 251 . And 3. (however the DoRor ſaith,he 
maketh the word CONGREG AT7ON aluge a the wird ECCLE- 
S} A (CHURCH , yet he maketh the word (burcb or (ongregation, 
whereof a Biſhop , Preiſt, or Elder had the charge , no larger,them 
one particular copany affembling in one place as appeareth both 
by his expoſition of Math. 18. 17. (pag. 345. ) and by his words 
at large ( which the D. could not tur! (though he would not) ſee, 
when he overs kipped them )) pag. 133.where ſpeaking of the 2:0f- 
ficers ordeyned by the Apoltics for the governing of the Church; 
he faith, .T be Apeithes diſgned no my but cboſe men anueyvred With the 
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ſame fpivit (viz. Wherewith Chrift annemted them ) one to preach the word, 
Whons We call after the Greek, tongue, « Biſhop or 'Pruit , that, 1s, in Engliſh, 
an overſeer , or an Elder; how he was arnomted thog readeſt 1.T m.3.&0, 
T bis Overſeer becauſe he was taken from his own buſines & labour to preach 
Gods word tothe pariſh,bath right by the autboruie of hu office $6 challenage 
an hone#t living of the pariſh, > 6, Likewiſe in every congreganon, choſe they 
anther after the fame tnſample, as ts to be ſeene eAti. 6. whom after the gr. 
word we call Deacon, that 1s m Engliſh, ſervant or Munſter , whoſe office 
Was 10 help end aſſit the Preift, to gather up his duty , and to gather for the 
poore &c. Bur of Mr Tindalls judgement and words we ſhall heare 
more at large when we come to that place, where he ſaith his Re- 
furer falfifyeth his teſtimony againe; in the meane time, ler the rea» 
der judge with what face the DoRor ſo charged his Refuter, 

Thus much ſhall ſuffice to ſhewe, how the DoRor ſought but 
ſtartingholes,in all his exceptions againſt the refuters teſtimonies. 
For when he hath done wrangling with all his proofes, he return- 
eth to his deniall of the conſequence (pag, 1 1 1. ) viz. that though 
it were graunted, that each of the Churches for a time did not ex- 
cecd for their number the proportion of one ordinaric congrega-» 
tion ; yet it would not prove them to haue been pariſhes. As it he 
could deny them , to be each of chem one pariſh (that is, one c0« 
gregation)8& yer graunt the to be one onely ordinary congregatio. 

Having done with thoſe 3 .Churches of Corinth Epheſus & An- 


cap.s. ſet, tioch; we are.to proceed to that which the D. anſwerech cocerning 
8.pa.ss, 


the Church of Icrufalem; viz. to the aſſumption of that fy Ilogiſme 
which affirmerh ( Cap. 5. ſc&. 8. pag. $9.) the Chriſtians of lerus» 
ſalem to have cotinucd one aſſembly mecring rogither in one place 
( during S. Lukes ſtorie) AR. 2. 1. 2. 6. 44- and 6. 2, and. 15, 
22.25.and 21. 22, This (ſaich the D.) is fa'ſe, becauſe the Church of 
Jeruſalem never was a pariſh ſs farre was it from contimunng ſo fill &e . and 
the D. dwellcth wholly in a maner up9 this anſwer; but the Reader 
isto be advertiſed, that he doth bur trifl- & quarrell with words, 
rather then impugne the maine pointot the argument , for when 
the Refuter affirmeth that the Chriſtians at leruſalem continued 
one pariſhonall aſſembly, meeting togirher in one place ; the later 
clauſe is the explication, or rather confirmation of the former. q. 
d. they continued one p?riſh-afic mbly, in aſinuch as they met to- 
gither in one place. Wherefore the prin. ipa'l queſtion here for Ie- 
ruſalem, ( like as before for the 3. above named Churches)is, oo 
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- ther the Chriffians there might & did meet rogtther , in one place? 
to this purpoſe thoſe places out of the Acts arc quoted, and if the 
D. can make the contrary appeare, his labour is well (pen?, other= 
wiſe he doth bur-bear the aier, fr # not proboble (ſaith he) that. rhe 
{wb of 7 eruſal7 after they came to the number of 5000. d1d or dmarity meet 
all 1 one place. Belike he holdeth it probable, that before they aroſe 
to that number they did ordinarily meet togither in one place; fo 
that when he {triveth to wret from his Refater the places alleadg» 

"= ed out of AQ. 2: he doth here (a+before is obferved ſeR.5.)rather 

: quarrell with his proofes , then contradi@ the thing thence col. 

 Kk&cd, Bur let us take the particulars of the thing as they lye in or- 

5 der . Wee read ( ſaith he) of ſowe Penegyricall meetmgs , a4 it Were in Sa- 

&* Kfomontporch end in the temple, ſuch as be the mettings at» Payls croſſe and 
at, the Spurtle z but their ordmary and 44 is YWeere pariſhonall mertings, were 
by companies m more private places. It is true, wee read of diverte mee- 
tings , ſome in more private houſes (as AR, 2. 1. 2. 46.and 4.31, 
& 5. 42.) and ſome in more publique places (as the Temple. A&R. 
2.46. & 5.12. 42.)but that one were Panegyricall and the other 

- Pariſhonall (whether fimply,or as it were) I for my part never read 
authour, that hath gone before the Door in this diſtinRionznej- 
ther doth he yeeld us any thredd of JH to grace his ap- 
prehenſion. The maine point now ſtood for (viz. that the Chriſti- 
ans at Ieruſalem were bur one ordinarie aſſembly, gathered into 

one place ) is apparant enough by the ſcriprures before quored,; 
though in the DoRors eyes they ſeeme ro be eyther igneyantly or ab< 
firdlyealleadged. For however the two firſt verſes of AR. 2. are b 
ſome learned Interpreters reſtreyngd tothe r2. Apoſtles, becau 
they think the promiſe of the holy Ghoſt belonged to them alone, 
Cap. 1- 4. 5. y£t are there others alfo of good account, that holde' 
it no ab/urdirie rothink , that the reſt of the diſciples ( which ac- 
companiedthe Apoſtles, cap 1. 14. 15.) were parrakers with them 
of the holy Ghoſt; becauſe it ſuiterh well with Toels propheſye,ut- 
ged by Peter , (cap. 2.17. 18.)and with thatriches of Gods grace, 
manifcſted in many others afterwards, tap. 8. 17. & 10. 45. 46, & 

' 19 6. AndD. Seavia,(wholc judgementſhould not be hghtly' 
r:jet:'d of Mr Do&or and his aſfociates)holdeth ir (lib.de muniſt. 
grad. cap. 5.) for ſocertaine 2 truth , that the, whole nuwber of 
120: received rhe holy Ghoſt, rhar he diftribureth them into theſe 

{- ranks, 17, Apoltles ,72+ Evanygelifts, and ;6. prophets; which 

+ put 
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ut rogither make the juſt number of 120, But I will not contend 

or this matter, onely i wiſh that moderation which is in Piſcator, 
(in As 2.4, ) who, though he appropriateth the gifrs of the holy 
Shot then given, to the 12. Apoſtles; yet denicth not,but many 
others,were then afſcrabled with them in the ſame place. But here- 
atche D. ftombleth, and cannog ſee, (though it ſhould be granted 
that the 1 20. were all aflembled togither ) how it (bould be « > 
wall aſſem blic,foherein whe 12. patriarabes of (rift endome were wet togither? 
why ? was not Tacobs houſhold, at the firſt, one family,though the 
12, Patriarches oP the Iewiſh nation, were there combined 1n one 
focicty? Yea, was not Noahs copany in the ark one family,though 
they were the roote of all nations, and people that filled all king- 
domes & countries in the world? Or did the comming of Paul & 
Barnabas (becauſc they were Apoſtles into the Synagogue ar Anti« 
oche ( AR. 13. 14.)alter the nature of the aſſembly, and make it 
no longer a parithonall Synagogue? 

As for the 6, and 44. verſes of A, 2. they were jointly cited to 
ſhew that thoſe 3000. converts (mencioned ver{. 41.)bad recourſe 
to one place , both before and atter their converſion, for they are 
included within the mention of that multitude which came togi-« 
ther verl\. 6. & of thoſe belceveres which are ſayd to be all eps to auto 
in one place verſ. 44. Burthe D. relleth us, that Calvin prefer» 
reth another ſenſe, viz. that they were in one, thar is, joyned togi- 
ther in heart and affeRion,as is ſayd, Cap, 4. 32. and the Doctor 
knoweth that others preferre the ſenſc the Refuter givethzyea& ac- 
knowledgeth alſo that it may be true and may fignify, they cover- 
ſed togither in one place, which is to grant aſmuch as the Refuter 
askerh. For if the words may beſo conſtrued, then it muſt alſo be 
confeſſed, that as yet they made but one aflembly gathered in 
one place . Nor ſo ( faith the DoR. ) he ſpeeketh not of their aſfſemblicr, 
for ver. 46 he ſpeaketh of their evrermgy in the temple. Belike his meanin 
is, that their Church-aflembly is mencioned verl. 46, & not vett., 
44+ if ſo, there is ſome kindnes in him, that will give his adverſary 
auother text, as fit for his parpoſc as the former;tor if they all mer 
togitker for holy exerciſes in any one place ( temple or any O- 
ther ) the Refuters aſſertion ftandeth firme, Yea, but the D, will 
not have his Refuter to be fo much beholding, to him, for he ad- 
dcethtbat in the remple, they conld not meer alone, > that there, netionall r4- 


ther jhen pariſhoual] evect4ng 1 uſed to be offembled. As if the comming in 
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of trigers into one of our pariſh-Churches at the time of Leures 
and ſermons, made the aſſembly to be no pariſhonall afembly,bur 
ſomewhar elſe? ( perhaps we ſhall know of him hereafter what ) 
but how doth this concourſe of others weaken the Refuters pur- 
=_ will the D. ſay , the Chriſtians at Icruſalem were too many 

r one congregation ; becauſe when they all met in the temple, 
ſome others were intermingled with them? doth not the contrary 
rather follow yery firongly? viz. that they all were nor more then 
ſuch as might and did aſſemble in one place; ſcing they were all 
with one accord in the temple although they could not there meer 


alone. 


9 


Concerning the meetings of the 12. Apoſiles and multitude c f S138 


the Diſciples. ARs. 6. 2. and of the whole Church with the Apo. 
Rles and Elders ARts. 15. 22, 25. the D. anſwer is, they were not p4- 
riſhonall but rather Synedicall ( pag, go.) . Thelater indeed, is como- 
ly taken for a Synodicall afſemblie, becauſe the Synode, ſclebxated 
in ſucceeding ages , followed the parterne there given by the Apo- 
Kles; in determining the like queſtions; but if we looke to the per- 
ſons there aſſembled, it carried ao great reſemblance of a Synode; 
for none were called thither from any o:her Church or Churches 
in che Countries adjoyning , onely ſome were ſent from Antioch, 
to conferre with the Apoſtles and Elders , which then abode at Ie- 
ruſalem;and they gathered the whole Church ofthe Citie togither, 
for the hearing and determining of the matter then conrtoverted; 
which courſe was imitated inthe next age , ( before Synods grew 
into comon uſe ) when one Church by letters and meſſengers (ent, 
and craved the help and dire&ion ot ſome other Church & their 
Miniſters , in any queſtion of weight, that began to breed diſtur- 
bance. Butfor the Refurers purpoſe it ſufficeth that the whole 
Church was then aſſembled in one place as verſ, 22 25 ſhew; & as 
the ſame 15 clearely colle&ed alſo from ARs. 6. 2: ſo there is leſſe 
reaſon to make it a Synodicall & not a pariſhonall aſſembly. 

There rewaineth AR. 21. 22. where it is told Paul, rhat the 


. Whole mithiitude Would come togither , when they ſhould beare that be was 


gowe; which words are, (in all reaſon) to be referred ro thoſe ma- 
ny chouſands of belecving Iewves, mentioned verf. 20; for of thera 
it is ſayd , that they were #nformed of bum, that he taught to frſaks Me 


ſes, and for their ſatiſfaRion, he was dir: Red, to goe into the tem- 


plc and to ſhes himſclfc an obſerver of the law, verſ, 21, 24; and 
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however the Door ( after his manner wrangleth ) with the al- 
legari@,in ſaying the word mwlitade may be otherwiſe underitoody 
(ro wit,of the people of leruſalem in generall iſmell unbeleevers as beleever; ) 
yet he denicth nor, bur ic may be mcant of the beleevers onely, which 
is a plaine confeſſion , that the belecvers in that Church, were ar 
that time , no more then ſuch as might well afſcole into one place, 
Neicher doth the meation of many ten thowyſands(in thoſe words, 
poſas muriadas &c. ver\, 20, make the number ſuch as by no meanes 
could meet togither in the publique worſhip of God, ſciog it is ap« 
parant Luk. 12. 1. that the people which aſſembled unto Chriſt, & 
did partake his doctrine, were alſo many muriades . And albcit he 
began at the firſt ro [peak to his diſciples, verl. 2, yet aftetwards he 
ſpake to all the people aſſembled, verſ. 13. 15. 54. Beſides, it is 
to be obſ-rved, that a great number of theſe beleeyers, were ſtran- 
gers which were not inhabitants of leruſalem, but came thither to 
the feaſts of the Paſſeaver and Pentecoſt: and ſome of them jr 
be not atuall members of any Church, but ſuch as are ſpoken of, 
Ioh. 2. 23-24. To conclude therefore, ſeing ir is evident by the 
wordes of S. Lukes ſtorie, that all the belcevers which belonged ro 
the Church art Teruſalem in that time were aſſembled rogither in 
one place from time to time as occaſion ſerved; ir is ſutficiently 
proved (all the DoQors cavils norwithltandiog) that they did not 
for thcir number exceed the proportion of one ordinary congre- 
ation; and conſequently (as the reſt of the Churcbes before ſpo- 
= of, ſo)this was rather a patiſh aſkcmbly,thca a dioceſan church 
like to one of ours, 


Seft. 14.2d Ag for the Do&ors exceptions ſeR. 6. par. $7. ( viz. that the 


ſect.6.P3Z+ Church of Icruſalem was never intended to be one pariſh among 
37. many, but a mother Church to beger others, which were to be [ce 
yered from it, and yer to remaine ſubjc& to it; and that it was 1n«- 
tended that all the Chriſt:ans boch ia c:tie and country ſhould be 
under the Biſhop of Teruſalem like as the people of citie and coun- 
try were all under one high-preiſt)me rhinkes that reader is ſtrige- 
ly and ſtrongly concened of the Door, that will encerteyne theſe = 
points, upon his owne meere conjeRure and bare word. For how« 
ever it is cleare, that many Churches drew their originall from Ie- 
ruſalem , and receryed the faith by their Miniſterie, which had bene 
- kor a tune members of chat Church (AR. 8, 1, 4+ 5444+ & 9. 19» 
22, 
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22, ) yet is there not the leaſt inkling of the leaſt ſubjeRion, thar 
any of thoſe daughter churches, yeclded to [eruſalem, or the prel- 
bycerie there eſtabliſhed . And therefore the intention which he 
dreameth of ( concerning the ſubjeCion of all Chriſtians in City 
and Country to the Biſhop of Teruſalem, like as all the Iewes were 
anciently under the high- preiſt ) hath neyther foundation in the 
holy ſcripruresznor can he gather it from the praRiſc of ſucceeding 
ages; ſcing their advancing of the Church of Ceſarea to the ho. 
nour of a Metropolicane Church , ſuperiour in juriſdiction to Ie- 
ruſalem ; argueth that they were alrogicher ignorant of it. For, a- 
mong the many and great thoughts of the DoQtors heart,can this 
enter into ir, that they would wittingly depart from that order, 
which was inſtitured or intended by the Apoſtles, to follow the 
courſe of that preheminence, which the Romanc Emperors 
(that were enemizs ro Chriſt and his truth ) 
ſhould cſtabliſh in their poli- 
rica!l government? 
But what need many wordes in a plaine matter? This is enough 
for refuting ſo frivolous a fancie, as hath 
no force of any ſound reaſon 
to confirm it. 
Thus hane we ſeene how well the D»Qor hath proved that the 
Churches founded by the Apoſtles vyere Dioceſes properly, like 
to ours; and not pariſhes. It now followeth in the (c- 
cond book, rhat we examine his proofes 
far his Dioceſan Biſhops, 
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THE SECOND PART. 
THE SECOND BOOK. 


I, m_ony that in the 4. point of the NoRors ſermas 
[ 


and third book of 


e defenfe thereof, there is not one place of 


ſcripture that affoardeth him any help of proof for the juſtifying 


ot tus cpiſcopall tuntion, 


Notwithſtan 


N the fourth point ofthe DoR. ſermon he hand- Section. x; 
leth ex profeſio the ſuperiority of Biſhops over 0- 
ther Miniſters, and in the 3. book of his defenſe 
he indeavoureth the juſtifying of the ſame, And 
firſt he intreateth in generall of their ſuperiority 
in degree; but though he boaſt ( ſerm. pag. 29. 
' thatall antiquity faroureth his opinis; yet he pal- 
ſth by the Apoſtolicall writings, as too ancient for his purpoſe. 
Ting, when he commerh to declare rhe particulars, 


wherein the ſuperiority of Biſhops conſiſtett;he referreth us( ſerm. 
pag.3 2.) to the epiltle of Paul to Titus (cap. 1.5.) there to behold 
that threefold ſuperiority given by him ro Biſhops; to wit , their 
ſingularity of preheminence during life, and their power of ordi- 
nation and of juriſdition, not confined to a pariſh, bur extended - 
to the whole land of Creete, and to all the cities thereof . A rext 
more fit ro juſtify the fun&ion of an Archbiſhop, or of a national - 
Primate,rather then the calling of a Dioceſan Prelate; if he could * 
make good the parts of his reaſoning. viz.thatTitus not onely had 
ſuch a threefold ſuperiority,bur alſo was by his calling 235 50 hang 
he ſuppoſerh . But this later(wherein the controverſy cheefly ftan- 
dcth.) hath no foundation 1n his text; onely he telleth us ( pag» 
56. of this third book) that, <fterwirds he proverhsitin the ſermon , by 
the cimon conſent of the encient & moſt approved writer: of the Church. The 
which what is it but 2 ſecret confeſſion , that the text of holy (cri- 
ptute will nor ſerve his rurne,to prove that Titus was a-Biſhop? 
In like manner , when toJuſtify-rthe fingularity-of preheminence 
ifone Biſhop over one whole Dioceſe, he ſaith, (ferm-pag. 33. ) 
that, there Was oneT imothy at Eplirſus,oneT une wn Creete,one Ep 
in Philipp , «nd one «Archippus at, (oloſſ# : what Elſe doth he but pre. 


= 


ſuppoſe, (nor prove that every of them was a Dioceſan B 
ifrhe whole Iland of Creet (with the-citics thereof ) 


- 
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one Dioceſe; and as if we were more bound to beleeve Mr.DoQory 
word, thei the Apoſtles teftimoney, who ſaith, thar there were 0. 
ther Biſhops at Philippi beſides Epaphrodicus, (PHY. 1, 1. )& gi- 
weth vs to underſtand that Epaphras was one of their Teachers 
at Coloſſa, and nothing inferiour to Archippus. (Colol, 1, 7. & 4. 
12, Afterwards, when the Comiſſion which Paul gave ro Timothy 
at Epheſus , and to Titus in Creete, is urged to prove the power of 
Biſhops, firſt in ordination , and then in jurildiftion, (to make us a 
mends for his often begging) he promiſcth (ſerm. pag. 49-to prove 
afterwards ther, thiy WereF»3 rhe which how he performerh, we have 
heard before fro bis own mouth; for his preofes rouching Timo» 
thy & Titus are of the ſame narure,as ſhall more fully appear here- 
afrer. Now more the this here noted, he hath not in his whoke dif- 
courſe, (I meane<cither his ſermon or the defenſe thereot) rouchs 
inge the ſupecrioritie. of Biſhops to prove by the ſcriptures , that 
they have any ſuch preheminence allowed them by God. Where- 
fore, if the Door hath found any cleare text, to proye the epiſco- 
pall fun&tion and ſuperiority in queſtion, to be a divine ordinance; 
it is likely we ſhall meer with ir in the 5. point of his ſermoand in 
the fourth book of his defenſe; where this queſtis is at large deba- 
ted and his Aſſertion proved as he ſaith ſerm. pag. 5 5. and def. lib. 
4- Pag. 4. firit by conſequence, and then deftly, whither I will now ha» 
ſten, withour any longer ſtaic upon his 3, booke, 


Chapter 2, Anſwering to the z. ſcion of the firſt chapter of the 
Dottors 4. book, and ſhewing that his rea{ons proſecuted in his 
4. book doe fight one againſt another, 


Tx theentrance upon his 4. book, before I move one foot fur. 
ther it is meet we know how he diſtinguiſheth his two kind of 
prootes which ke ſayth are firſt by conſequence and then diretty . By 
conſequence he proveth the Epiſcopall tunRion, to be a divine or- 
dinance , becauſe it js of Apoſtolicall infitution . For he taketh it 
for an vndoubred truth , ({erm. pag. 92.) that what the Apoſtles 
did in the execution of their Apoſtolicall funtion, they did by the 
dixe&tion of the holy Ghoſt; aud therefore he holderh their ordi- 
Dances to be divine , 26 having God for their authour. Sothen in 
affirming it to be therfore divine, becauſe it is Apoſtolicall, we a 


me. 
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his meaning to be this; that this funGion was firſt inſtituted (noe 
by Chriſt or God immediately, but ) by the Apoſiles, as the int- 
m:diate authors; and therefore is not otherwiſe divine, then me- 
diately and by conſequence,as all other Apoſtolical ordinances & 
actions are. And this to be his meaning, his owne words declare 
({erms. pag. 92. in the margin) when he ſaith, that in this ſenſe & ns 
ether , be boldeth the epiſcopall funtton to be a ayvine oramance, to wit,be- 
cauſe what was ordeyned by the Apoitler, the ſame proceeded frons God. Bur 
then , what may wee think his meaning to be, in his tecond ſorr of 
proofes, which muſt conclude direRly ( and not by conſequence 
a5 before ) that the epiſcopall tunRion is of divine inſtitution? Bi. 
ſhop Barloe, from whom the DoRor (it ſeemeth ) borrowed this 
order of proving his aſſertion(firſt indirely or by conſequence, & 
the dire&ly)when he cometh to the later, ſtaggereth nor ro aſfiyn 
(ſerm. on AG. 20. 28. fol. 12.13. cum 17. ) that the Prelacie of Bi- 
ſbeps us diretily the Lords owne inſtitution. And to explane his meaning, 
he addeth; that the holy Ghoſt ( not onely by the «Apoitles Who had res. 
ved bim in great, meaſure, but ) even by Chrit hwſelf, tho ( loh. z. )iras 
indu'd 1h the fftrie wirboue meaſure , ordeyned this ſuperiority, And as 
he builderh vpon the Fathers 1n this behalf; ſo the DoR. acknow. 
ledgeth this to be the judgment of many ancient Fathers , that 
Chriſt inſtiruted the epiſcopall fun&ion immediately by himſclfe, 
ſee his defenſe lib. 4- pag. 48. 49. & lib. 3. pag. 32. Now if his 
later ſort of arguments breifly traſlcd togirher ( ſerm. pag. 92. & 
93.) doe bend unro this concluſion; then are his forces like to the 
troupes of rhe Midianites, who ( Iudg. 7. 22.) ſertheir ſwords c- 
very one againſt his fellow threughour the hoſt, for this conclu. 


A conrras 
diction is 


the D. ar. 


fion cutteth the throat of the former ; and the former pearceth gument, 


through the hart of the later; it being no more poſlible , for one 
and the Game fanftion, to have his firſt inſtitution from God, both 
immediately by his Apoſtles and immediately by himſelte; then ir 
is for one living crearure to be both a man and a beaſt; or for one 
and che ſame ſoul, to have her original! both by mediate derivati- 
on and by divine infuſion. Bur if in both rancks lie aime ct one 
mark ( viz. to prove that the epiſcopall funEion is medictely di- 
vine) then is there no other difference betwixt thera but thiz; the 
one argueth their fun&ion to be a divine ordinance;becauſe rheA- 
poliles by divine QireRion inlbityted jt; & the ather,beeauſe God 
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A contra- 
&&0n. 


.was their direQor in the inſtitution thereof;or rather whereas the 


former principally laboureth to prove , that the Apoſtles did in» 
ſtituts the funRion; raking ir for granze.!, that in the inſtitution 
thereof they werelzd by divine direRion ; the later propoſeth to 
be proved, that which before was taken for granted; ſo that his 
two kindes of proofcs, do all come to one generall argument,the 
former to juſtify the Alumprion ; and the later, the conſequence 
or propoſition, yer if the maine point be well gcighed , which the 
later rank of arguments doth conclude; (viz.that Biſhops were or» 
deyned of God it will appeare thar his dire& proofes ( ſo called) 
do fetch as large a compaſle, as the former ; and doe in deed,(not 
dire&ly but ) by conſequence onely prove, the epiſcopall funftion 
ro be of divine inſtitution . Wherefore, to bleare the eyes of his 
reader , that he might nor {ce how indircR his direR proofes arc; 
he promiſeth ( ſerm. pag. 92.) dire&ly to prove that the epiſcopal 
funRionis of divine in(titution; or, that Biſhops were erdeyned 
of God; as if the later were all one with the former. 

But we muſt take his arguments as they lic, and examine the 
ſcriptures which he produceth (if he have any) to juſtify che doc. 
trine, which he preſleth as a neceſſarie truth to be imbraced. His 
generall argument, which by conſequence argueth the epiſcopall 
funRion to be a divine ordinance is thus framed, (ſerm. pag. 56.) 

What funttim or government is of Apoſtolicall inſtitunon; that ts ts be 9s- 
knowledged a divine ordinance. 

T be epiſcopall funit.on or government by Biſhops, is of eApoſtolicall ia» 
ſtitution. T berefare the epiſcopallſunttion is a drvine ordinavce. 

To the propoſitio of this argument, as the refuter yeeldeth free 
paſſage; ſodoeT, onely with the addition of this caution, that it 
holdeth onely in (ach ordinances, as are mediarely divine, for no 
imediate ordinace of God or Chriſt,can be ſayd to be of Apoſtoli- 
call inſtitution. And therefore (were it not that the D. 1s often 
found to forger hizaſelf) I thould wonder, why he now vnderta- 
keth to prove, that the tunRion or government of Biſhops, was 
inſtituted by the Apoſtles, ſcing in his former boek (pag. 32.) he 
ſaith, that diverſe ancient and approved Fathers teache, that theſe 
ro degrees of eMinters (viz. Biſhops and presbyters) were ordeyned 
by Ciniit; & therfore inferreth , that it cannot be denied but that the cal. 
ling aud ſuperioritie of Beſhep: us of C briftes owne inflituris.. It it os not be 

enucd, 
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denied, why dooth the Dofor vnderhand impugne it? 'For if it 
were Chriſtes owe inſtitution, as the Fathers ( if we may beleeve 
the DoRar) doe teache; then it cannet be an Apoſtolicall inſtitu- 
tion, as he now very confidently averreth, And becauſe he brag- 
g-th (lib. 3. pag- 24.) that he hath with ſuch evidence demonſtra- 
ted, that ebe Bu{hyps (difcribed in his firſt aſſertion) are of Apoitolicall 
ination, that he 1s well aſſared, that his Refuter with all his perta- 
hore, will never be able ſoundly and [abſtencially to confutt ; before I pr 0- 
cced roexamine the (trengrh of his evidence; I will give him alittle 
taſte of his owne weaknes, in this argument following. 

IVhatſorozr calleng or ſuperiaritie cannot be dens'd to be of Chriſt; owne 
in7irutin; the (ame us errouonſly, and weakly mainteyned to be of Apoſtols- 
call inſtunts11.+ 

But the callmg or ſuperimritis of Biſhops cannot be denied to be of Chriſt s 
owne inſt ituti»7. 

T berefire, the ſame 1s erroniouſly and eak'y mainteyned to be of Apoite- 
licull inſlututionw. 

To impugne the propoſition were to labour to quench the 
light of reaſon; and it che DoRor contradiR the Aſſumption; he 
malt not onely cate up his owne words before ſer downe ; bur alſo 
oppoſc himſelf againft the judgment of the beſt approved Fathers, 
who (as himſelf celtiteth) have taught the contrary; and then the 
ſtroke of his owne tongue, (which he where as a ſharp raſor againſt 
his Refurer,) will recoile into his owae fides in this manner. Doe 
the Fathers reſtify with one conſent, thar theſe two degrees of Mi- 
niſt-rs (Biſhops and Preſbyrers) were inſtituted of Chriſt; and hath 
the DoRor the forhead to denie it? Ina matter of fa& (as this is, 
whether Biſhops were firſt inſtirured by Chriſt himſelf, or by his 
Apoſtles)for any man to denie credite ro all an:iquity; it is a plaine 
evidence, that he is addiR:d co nov?ltic and fingularitie, the Do&., 
himſelf being judge, for they are his owne wordes lib. 3. pag. 23. 
Againe, in a matter of ta&, the authoritie and teſtimonie of ſome 
one Father, ought to overweigh the whole nation of diſciplinarias 
(as the DoRor ſaith , bur let it here be Epiſcopalians or Byſhop- 
lings)contradi&ing the ſame. I could here give him a large handful 
of theſe kinde of lowers gathered our of his own garden, but I w.1l 
ſpare both him and them; ſeing I am to attend upon thoſe argu- 
ments , which he hath proJuecd to prove his epiſcopall tunftion 
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. neyther periſhed nor locked up in any private Cloyſters or cloſets; 


hb.4. cap. 


paz. 17.of the Epiſcopall fun&ion now in queſtion was then in uſe; his argue 
thc Dot. ment for proofe thereof cartieih this forme, (ſerm. pag. 
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and government, to be of Apoſtolicall inſtitution. 

The firſt argueth that fun&tion to be Apoſtolicall, becauſe it was 
generally and perpetually uſed, in the firſt 300 yeares after Chriſt 
& his Apoſtles, & was not ordeyned by generall councells; which 
argument ſince ir alrogither balketh the whole book of God, and 
is firted onely, to make ſome uſe of his extraragant learning, and 
great reading in the Councells & Fathers, & of his long digreſſion 
in his former treatiſes, to another queltion: I ſhall doe him no 
wrong to palle by it, forthe preſent, and referr the examination 
both of itand the teſtimonies therein ynto a fitter tyme: for the 
queſtion i not, how long Biſhops have had the poſleſtion, of that Wi; 
ſupcriority and goverment, which now they rereine; but by what 
authority and warrant (of God or man)they were firſt ſcaſed cf ir; 
and there is good cauſe ro ſufpe their title ro be naught; when 
their defendants ( not being able tobring forth any authenticall 
evidence,fiazned & (valed by the hands of the Apoſtles from whom 
they pretend to derive theire tenure) ao laye the weight of their 
cauſe, eyther upon preſcription of long continuance; or upon the 
teſtimony of Fatiers, that lived for the moſte parte, 2. or 3. hun- 
dred yeares after the thing was or ſhould be done, which they 
ſtand forth to teſtify. Eſpecially (eing the true records of all orgi. 
nances, delivered by the Apoſtles unto the Churches of Chriſt are 


bur communicated to the publick viewe of all men, who liſt co 
ſearch what forme of government they preſcribed. 


Chopt. z- Anſwering the 2. Chapt, of his 4. book, and the rea- 
ſon there tendr2d to prove the epiſcop2l funEtion to be of Apo- 
ſtolicall infticuiion ; be caul+ it was (as ke falſly ſuppolerh)uſed 
13 the Apcttles times, and got contradifted by them, 


N the 2. Chapter of his 4. book, he ſtayeth himſclfe within the 
compaſle of the Apoltles times, and indcaroureth to ſhewe that 


T bat, government Which even in the Apoſi les tres , Was rſed in the A- 
prſtolicall Churches, end not contracted by them, Was nndoublecly of eA- 
poſt ohcali mit nution, 

The \ 
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T be goverment by Biſhops, Was uſed even m the Apoſtles times and nas 
ontradsted by them. 
7r was therefore vndowbtedly of Apoſtolicall inſtitution... 
Concerning the propolitio, how ever it be truc in their opinis, 
which holde that there was but one forme of government in the 
Church and the ſame inſtituted by the Apoſtles: yer the DoR. was 
i told by the Refer (anſw.pag. 127. )thar it cannot ſerve his turn, 
ties who by his diſt:n&Rion of gold and filver (ſermon pag. 95.) main- 
- the teyneth , that there may be an other government in the Church, & 
that good, beſides thar which he atiirmerh to be of Apoſtolical in- 
ſtiruri6. For the propoſitio cannot be true, but vpon this ground, 
that the Apoſtles were not to ſuffer any governmer, ſave that which 
by was of their owne inſtitution ; and therefore in taking it for graa- 
ol red, he did but reckon without his hoſt, This anſwere the Doctor 
om {WI abourerh to remove, and then fortifiech his propoſitio againſt all 
war future aſſaultes. Bur firſt he ſeemcth to repent the delivering of that 
= his diſtinGtion of divers Church governments which he compareth 
© WH for their goodnes ,As it is more or leffe to gol/e & ſilver; ſaying he did it 
in favour of the D.ſciplnarian , thrrein elawing a chule, according to the 


2. 


it u'as 
Chrift 
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17 kowely proverbe.The diſciplinarias (which were that churle in whoſe 
6: farour he ſpake)were & are the reformed Churches abroad, where 
_ the Pres byrerian diſcipline is eſtabliſhed, as himſelfe acknowledg- 
($3 eth (lib. 3. pag. 108. & lib. 4. cap. vit. pag. 145» Buthisown xp pe. 


tongue diſcovereth the affe&tion of his hart therein, to witt, how c<yrlech 
he ſpake it as a clawback,in hope to have got thanks, at leaſt ac the the refor- 
hands of all that favour the diſcipline . Which notobreyning of med Chu 
his refuter, in revenge to him, he throweth the name of a Churle cbs. 
on them, And to him he returneth this anſwere,thar be ſad not ſim- 
ply, that, other governments may be admicted , beſides that Which the eApo- 
Ala ordeyned; but onely thtre, Where that cannor be had. But Whiles the 
Apoſtles lived, that which they ord:yned might be Lad, 

To theſe premiſles I will adtle the concluſion , which the DoR. 
&ymeth at, though he doth not expreſle it. viz. That therfore TheP.re- 
whiles the Apoſtles lived none other goverment might be admit. moved not 
ted fave that which they ordeyned. Bur for our berter ſatiſfaKi. *< c6tra- 
ou, becauſc he hath nor in our underſtanding clearly removed the 40 on, 
contradiction charged upon him by his Refuter( anſw. pag. 137: pon him by 
£58.) he and I both humbly pray ia his next det<nce a a” bis Reſur, 
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{wer to the premiſles of theſe arguments following. 

Whatſoever forme of Chun ch- government is lawſull and good; the (om 
eight lawfully be tell-rated of the Apeſiles in ſome Churches, 

But ſome other forme of Church-govermem, beſides thet which they or- 
deyned is Lwfull end good, 

Ergo, ſome other firm of Church-governmert, b:ſides that Which the 
Apoſtles ordeyned, might lanfu'ly be tollerated by they infffine (burches, 

Againe Whatſoever forme of Church- government ts lawfull and good the 
fſeme might lawfuily be tolerated by the eApoſiles. 

| But none other forme of (burck-governmit, ſave that Which the Apoſi les 
#rdeyned, might lawfſudly be toleratcd( or admwnted) by them, 

Ergo none other forme of (hurch government ſave that Which the Apoe 

files ordeyned, us lewfull and good, 

The propoſition in both theſe Arguments is one and the ſame, 
and it is juſtified by theſe Apoſtolicall precepts. 1. Theſ-5.21.Phil, 
4.8, & 3. 10h. 11. which allowe the Churches of Chriſt ro reteyn 
any good thing ; and deny them the uſe of nothing bur what 1s 
ev1ll. 

The former aſſumption is grounded upon the DoRors allow- 
ance of the Presbyterian diſcipline, when he atfirmeth ir ( ſerm. 
pag. 95. & 97. to be good as (ilver, and nextte the beſt, though 
he deny it to be of Apoſtolicall inſtitution, And the later aſſump- 
tion is the concluſion, of his anſwere before ſer downe : wherefore 
he cannot with any equity withdraw his aſſent from any of the c6- 
cluſions of theſe arguments, how ſocrer the former concluſion is 
contradicory to the aſſumption of the later; and the later conclus- 
ſion dirc&ly contradictcth the aſſumption of the former argu- 
ment, 

Thus the reader may [ce that whiles the Door laboureth to 
winde out of one contradiction, he ſticketh faſt inſnarcd in two for 
fayling . Neither let him think here to evade (as before) by ſaying 
that he affirmed notfimplic,the preſbyrerian diſcipline to begood, 
bur only then,when the epiſcopall government cannot be had : for 
Me. DoGor were fimple,it he could perfwade himſelf,that ſo flight 
an anſwere might free the reformed Churches that want Byſhops, 
from the obloquies of caviling papiltes, which he profcſſeth to be 
his charitable intent, in pleading (ſo as he did) for them and their 
diſcipline, And ſince (ilyer is ſimply good , and atall times good, 


though 
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though inferior in goodnes, ro golde, he dealt deceitfully & nor 
ſimply or ſyncerely, with his reader (in-comparing theſe. 2 kindes 
of governments, for their goodnes vnto filyer and golde: ) if he 
meant notto allowe, the presbyterian goverment any other or lar- 
ger goodnes, then for thoſe times or places, where the cpiſcopall 
regiment cannot bz had. 

But to look back once againe to the Doors anſwere before ſet 
downe; what if I ſhould contradict his aſſumption, and make uſe 
of his propoſition , ro cut in ſunder the windepipe of his conclu- 
fion in this manner? 

Where that government Which the Apoitla ordeyned canner be had, thers 
ſome other o_ miy bt be «dmuted. LY . 

whales the eApeitles lrved,s Chure whe 
they or s 7 rs had. yo fu ne 
Ergo, Wwhiles they leved, in ſome Churche,an cther forme of government 
whe be admired. 
The propoſition I am ſure he will acknowledge for his owne. 
= aſlumprion is —_ -—_ hoon his, in the ſenſe that 
imbraceth, vnderſtanding, government ordeyned by the Apoſ- 
tles, the government by By ſhops ; © har whereas he 4 might be 
had whiles the Apoſtles lived, I on the contraue affirme , that in 
ſome Churches at that time it could not be had. And this (I fup- 


ScRt.2z, 


poſe) will be made good by his owne wordselſwhere (rm p. 69. Then. 
Def. lib. 4. pag- 62.) when healledgeth the want of ag choiſe for contradic. 
one reaſon; why all other Churches beſides that of Ierulalem wan» terh him- 
ted Biſhops, for many yeares in the life tyme of the Apoſtles. For ſelf. 


how could Biſhops be had to governeevery Church , when there 
was not fit choiſe of perſons fit tor that funRion? The ſame rea- 
ſon is more plainly delivered, by others that plead the ſame cauſe. 
Biſhop Barloe (ferm. on A&s. 20.28. fol. 6. ) ſaith, that after the 
converſion of many people, even in ſerled Churches, the Apofles 
baited not, to place « Biſhop, becauſe « preſbyrer fit ro be made a Biſhop is 
bardly fomnd. which the Do&or alſo acknowl<dgeth(ſerm:pag. 54.) 
where he ſaith, 7f « worthy Miniſter be amonge men, a4 one of a 1000, ( as 


« Elibu Fuketh, fob. 33.23 undoubtedly a worthy Byſhop is as one of a mills, 


veric hardly therefore will he eſcape rhe bryars of another palpa- 
ble contradi&ion. And it will be no lefſe hard to avoyde the ſtroak 
of the cocluſio, which if he cannot turne aſide; then his propoſitio 
now in queſtion, will lic in the duſt, —— ( not by anie of 

our 
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our weapons, bur) by the turninge of rhoſe upon him, which he 
ut mro our hands. 

As forthe Arguments which he addeth, to put new life and 
ſtrength into his propoſition; though jult exception may be taken, 
againſt them ( for there is oddes berwixt the uſe of government, 
not inſtituted by the Apoſtles in ſome Churches; and the retey. 
ning of it in all Churches,or the altering of chat goverment which 
they had once cftabliſhed: ) yet will I not proſecute ſuch advanta- 
ges,(cing we are no leſle perſwaded then he,that there is a manifeſt 
truth in it. | 

The aſſumption followeth which hath two parts, the one, that 
the government by Biſhops ( ſuch as ours arc ) was »ſ-d even m the Aps- 

[5 times; the other, that xt was not contrad-tt:d by them. both pagts he 
indeavoreth to prove hilt by ſcripture, & then by other evidence. 

His (cripture proof for the former , is nothing elſe then a naked 
repetition of the explication of his text, ſcz. that the 7. angels were 
the Biſhops of the. 7. churches and for the ſubſtance of their callwg like 10 
ours, which, as he ſaith he hath proved, forI may as confidently 
avouch we have diſproved. But for the proofe of the later, (beſides 
the .7. angels approved by Saint Tohn,, or rather by our Saviour 
Chriſt) he alleageth ( (e&ion. 6.) Epaphroditus the Apoſile or Bi- 
ſhop of the Philippians , commended by Saint Paul, as his ( ſun- 
ergos kai ſuſtratiotes) copartner both in his fun&tion & affiion, 
& the Philippians commanded to have in honor ſuch. Phil. 2. 25. 
29. Alſo Iames che juſt, Biſhop of ſeruſalem approved of all, Acs. 
5. &. 2t. Gal. 1. 19, Archippus the Biſhop of Coloſla, in reſpe& 
of his funSion approved of Paul, Colof. 4.17. And Antipas, who 
had been Biſhop of Pergamus, commended by the holy Ghoſt, 
Apoc. 2. 13. His argument ſtandeth thus , 

jn the e Apoſtles trmes Epaphroditus Was the Apoſtle or Biſhop of the 
Philippians ;, fames the juſt , the Biſhop of feruſalem; eArchippus the Biſhop 
of Coleſſa, end Antipas the Biſhop of Pergamus. | 

But Epaphroditus Was commended of Saint Paul as his Copartner in- 
funttion and affiftion.., fame the juſte generally approved; Archippus inre- 
#pett of bus fur;ttion approved by Samt Paul, and Antipas commended by the 
Holy Ghoſt, 

Ergo, the funttim and government of Biſhops, was approved and not con- 
traditted by the «Apoſtles, Here the Propoſition,if vnderſtood of 
Diocclan Biſhops ſuch as ours, is altogither falſe; and the D. doth 


bur 
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but begg thequeſtion, in taking for granted, what he ſhould haue The DoR, 
proved, ifhe could. Bur if it be vnderitood of ſuch Biſhops, as the beggerh 
ſcriptures teſtify to have bin in the Apoſtles times; ſcing they were 
no Lordly governors; but Paſtors or Biſhops in another funGtiong 
eyther higher as was Iames the Apoſtle, or inferior as Paſtors of 
one congregation, I demaund againe ( as the refuter did once be- 
fore ) what need there was, that the DoR. ſhould ſpend ſo many 
words to provetheir approbation. For the approbation of ſuch 
Paſtors can never conclude the approbation of Dioceſan Prelates 
ſuch as ours. He muſt therefore beare the blame, of equivocating med 
(in the word Biſhop) or of begging the queſtion; vntill he prove , _ 
that Epaphrodrus, James the wit, Archippus & eAniupas, were DioCe- ;.Þ beg 
ſan B.ſhops like to ours . geth 

. The beſt defence that the DoR, maketh for himſelfe is this. Til 
be-can diſprove ((aith he ſeR. 6. pag. 43 ) the former part of my ſermon, 
en4 of thus T reatsſr;, be muſt give the Reader leave to think they Were ſuch as 
they have bene manifeſtly proved to be. If he have maniteſtly proved (in 
any part of his ſerm: or defenſc before delivered) that the four me 
he ſpeakcth of or any of them, were Dioceſan Biſhops , like unto 
ours, good reaſon, his reader ſhould have leave to think they were 
ſuch;bur if hitherco he hath not(as it is moſt certaine he hath not) 
d-livercd avy one word that carrieth the leaſt ſhewe of any ſach 
proof; then the reader I hope ( whither he have lcave or no) will 
think that the D.is roo forward to ſay he hath proved thar,which 
he never cill now propoſ.d; viz. that theſe foure men were Dioce- 
ſan Biſhops. The proofe of this Propoſition both his Refuter 
and Reader will call for, till they ſceir. And I till ſay , that the 
proofe of the Aſſumption , (which in a generallity affirmeth, that 
they were approved of the Apoſtles in reſp: & of their tunction) 
might well have bene ſpared, And the Do&or aſſuredly doth fat- 
ter himſelfe in vaine, while he conceiveth that, there is ſomewhat 11 this 
point Which his Refer could wiſh had bene ſpared, or at, leaſt whereaboue 
he meaneth to ſpare his anſaer , For , what ſhould he have anſwered, 
more then he hath, rouching the ſcriptures which the DoRor alle- 
gerh to prove, that the perſons betore mentioned were approved 
of the Apoltlcs in reſpe& of their funion for no man doubreth, 
but their funRions were approved; all the doubt is, whether their 
functions were ſuch,as our Diocclans are; and this the D. wirting- 
ly overpaſſth, ; 

B 2 Notwith- 
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' 4.24 Notwithſtiding, among the ſcriptures quoted for the approbatis 
_ by pag Of their Miniſteric; the Ref: (anſw.p. 130.)giveth one note touch. 


44+ 


ing the word, ſanergos, Phil. 25,which the Doctor interpreteth « co« 
partener in funttwon; he (auch the «Apoſtle meant not to ſignify thereby, that, 
Epiphrodiiue was a Dioceſan Biſhop ; for the eApoſi le bimſelfe was none; 
neyther meant be to equall bim to himſelfe in the Apeitl:ſhap,, for Epaphrods- 
$445 Was none: but becauſe be laboured in the £Mwſterie of the word , a4 the 
Apoſtle di4 ; therefore be calleth bum ſunergos fell-w-t0r kman as he doth T i 
mothy and others, 1. Coy. 16. 10. 16. The DoR. anſwer runnech thus, 
T bough that, word doth not prove «t , (to wit that Epaphroditus was a 
Dioceſan Biſhop) neyther Was it alleadged to that end, but as one of the 11- 
#les of commend.ttion grven to him ; yet the word Apoile which be alleadyed, 
dath prove it , Neyther ſhould the R;futer have balk; d that, , to lay bold up- 
on another , unleſſe it were to deceive the ſample . And then addeth, that, 
i Was malipertly ſayd by tbe Refiuter that he was not an eApoitle, Behold 
here 1. a free acknowledgme: that the word /anergos proveth not E 
paphroditus to be a dceſan Byſbop; nar import a Cepartenes ſhip with 
S. Paul in that funftion; 1 ask then, in what function his copartener- 
ſhip with the Apolile is commended by thar titlc?ifin the Apoſile- 
ſhip, why doth he not as freely acknowledge it?1f in any other,why 
doth he nor expreſly declare it? may he not be juſtly cenſured in 
his owne words , be Weuld never have balk:d this point, to lay holde vponw * 
another, vnl:ſſe i were to decerve the ſimple. But he cannot thus deceive 
a judicious reader, who obſerveth that ( in contradicting his refu- 
ter for ſaying that Epaphroditus was not an Apoſile;he ſecretly in- 
finuateth , that he was copartener with $. Paul, in the funRion of 
an Apoſtle,though he dareth nor plainely avouch ir. 

And 2. fince the ſimpleſt that hath peruſed the Refuters anſwer 
(pag. 130. ) may ealily perceive, that (in denying Epaphroditus 
to be an Apoſtle ) he meant, that he had not that ftun&ion of A- 
poſtleſhip , which under that name is giventoS. Paul; I nothing 
doubt, but every indifferent readcr will judge that he is over mili- 
pertly, and very injuriouſly cenſured by the Do&or, when he ſaith, 
« Was malipertly ſayd by the Refuter that, he vas not an «Apoſtle. Nay it 
were a maliper: {peach , for the DoRor to ſay ſimply and without 
addition ; that he was an Apoſtle ſeing he cannot thewe any one 
text in the newe Teſtament, that giverh that ticle ſimplie ynco any 
other, then unto Chriſt and his Apoſtles . 


3- And wheras he ſaith , that the word Apoltle which he on: 
| &* 
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ged doth prove that Epaphroditus was a dioceſan Biſhop;I demid, 
why he never alledged the word tor that purpoſe, and ſhew his rea- 
der how to diſcerne a dioceſan Prelacie in it? In deed in his next 
argument, (ſerm. p. 71.) he bendeth his ſpeach that way: & his 
Refurers readines to apprehend his purpoſe, and to join iſſue with 
him therein, may and doth (Idoubrt not) perſwade the indifferent 
reader, har if the Do&or had as plainely diſcovered any ſuch proof 
here, he would never have balked ir;he plaieth therefore an egregi» The Do. 
ous calumniarors part, in ſaying that the Refurer balked the word alvmnia-- 
(alledeed co prove the dioceſan Biſhopprick of Epaphrodicus ) of tet. 
purpoſc,to deceive the ſimple, 

4. But merveile what giddines hath taken hold on the DoR. 
that he runneth in and our, this way and that way, at his plealure; 
before we heard touching the word, ſanergos , that he placed thar 
copartnerſhip in the tundtion which Epaphrodicus haJ with $. 
Paul inthe Apoſtleſhip, and nor in the office of a dioceſan Biſhop; 
yer now he ſaith , that the name of an Apoſtle given ro Epaphro- 
ditus proveth him to be a Dioceſan Prelate, I demaund thercfore, 
if Epaphroditus had none other Apoſtlcſhip then a dioceſan By- 
ſhopprick how could he be a copartner in function with Paul, ty 
rcaſon ot his Apoſticſhip vnleſle Saint Paul alſo, had bin a Diocelan | 
By(hop by his Apoſtleſhip? And againe, yt his Copartnerſhipp in- 
fun&ion with Paul, proveth him not to be a Dioceſan Biſhop;huw 
ſhou'd ir prove him to be his copartner in the Apolilc ſhip , ynlefle 
his Apoſtleſhip were a fun&ion diverſe from the calling of a dioce- 
ſan Byſhop? The truth is,as the Apoſtle had no copartnerthip with 
Epaphroditus in the funRion of a dioceſan Bithop, ſo neither had 
Epaphroditus any cop.renerſhip with the Apoſtle in the Apoſtic- 
ſhip. The word ſufrrgos; fignificth a companion in labour, or a tcl- 
low workman;&nort acopartner in othce or fun&10: for ic were ab- 
ſurd roimagine, that all were copartners with the Apoſtle in func 
tion, whome he honoureth with the name of his ſanergor fc low- 
workmen , or helpers in the work of the goſp 11; ſcing ir 15 given 
not onely to Titus, Timutheus, Marcus and others which were E- 
yangeliſtes ( 2. Cor.8.23. Rom.16.21.r. The. 3. 2. Colof.4.10. 
Philem. 24.) but aiſo roſome of whome ir may be doubred, whi- 
ther they had any publique miniſterts ( Rom. 16. 9. Philem. 1. » 
yea vnto ome, which (queſtion-lefle) had none at all: as vnto A- 
guila and his wife Priſcilla (Rom. 16. 3.) la like manner he giveta 
; ynro 


" Part 2, A Reply nts £4, u, 


vato divers women this commendation,that they laboured much 

in the Lord ( Rom. 16.12.)and did wraſtle ( or fight)togither with 

him in the Goſpel; ſan:thleſan mos Phil. 4.3.) yet I hope the D. will 

T he Dot, not lay, that thoſe weomen were coparteners in tunGion with $, 

miſinter- Paul. It is therefore cleare, that the DoRor m.(interpreteth the 

preteth & word ſanergos, and confoundeth things that differ, in putting no 

conoud- difference, berweene a companion in labour ; and a copartener in 
" function, 

Sch. 5, And touching the dioceſan Biſhoprick of Epaphroditus, 2s the 

DoGor rightly acknowledgeth it hath no relicfe in the word ſaner- 

9%: ſo he fallly averreth, that the word Apoltle , doth prove it. 

he proofe which here he tendereth,is not worth the mentioning, 

ſave to lct the reader fill ſee, how the Do&.holdeth on in his trade 

The DoQ, of begging . ſt isro be noted ( ſaith he ) that. the twelve Patriarches of 

fill doeg- Chriſts Church, which were ſent meo the Whol world, were called the Apoit ly 

geth, of (rift ; and net the Apoſtles of any Church in partsculay (excepting lame: 

who was the Apoſtle of the 7ewes ) ſo theſe « Ap:ſtolicall men, who were ſet 

over particular Churches, as the Biſhops thereof , Wrere for a time cal'ed the 

eApoitles of the Churches. So Paul calleth Epaphroduua the ApoFtle of the 

Phil-ppizns &5c. If the Door could yecld us, as pregnant teſtimo- 

nics trom the Apoſtolicall writings, to ſhew that Dioceſan Biſhops 

were called the Apoſtles of the Churches; as there are to prove, 

that thoſe 12,who Chriſt ſcnrt into the whol world, were called the 

Apoſtles of Chriſt; we ſhould as willngly ſubſcribe ro the one, as 

tothe other. But when (to juſtify his former aſſertion , that the 

very Word Apoſto[1s given to Ep iphrodirus, proveth hens to be a dtoctſan Bi- 

ſhop ) he bringeth no other proof then this, that rhe Brſheps ſer over 

partuulay ("burches Were called the Apoſi les of thoſe Churches. And to 

mainteyne this ; he hath nothing to alleadge bfirthar, S Epaphro- 

Aires ts called by S., Paul the Apoſtle of the Phi'pppiant; who can beare 

with his ſo ſhamcleſſe begging? But more of this (he ſaith ) wee ſhall 

hcare hereafter , and I finde (in the next Chapter, ſe&. 12. 13. 14, 

whereto he ſendeth vs}ſume humane teſtimonies to prove that E- 

paphrodirus was the Paſtor or Biſhop of the Philippians, & an an- 

ſwcr to the reaſons alleadged by the refucer for the jultifying of an ' 

other interpretation of the word apoſtslos, viz. thar be was thew meſ- 

ſengerto S. Paul. But touching the queition of his Miniſteriall fancti- 

on (which the Refuter ſayd could not be proved to be a Dioceſan 

Biſhoprick ) whcn he thould handl it, he flatly refuſeth roenter 

upon 
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ypon it : yea(feR, 15. pag. 71. ) he ſaith , that there he is ſo farre 

from inferring or proving it, that he preſuppolcrh it, as ſufticient- 

will WW ly proved before; and yer in his whole volume, concerning dio- 
hS. Wl ce{an Churches or Biſhops (Defence lib. 3. ) he hath not a worde 

the BF thar particularly roucherh Epaphrodirus . Wherefore , it is appa- 

no Bl rant,that the Dioceſan Biſhoprik aſcribed ro Epaphroditus is pre» 
12 BY ſuppoſcd onely but not proved, to be infolded under the word A- 

pre . And conſequently the commendation which Paul giveth 

him (Phil. 2. 25. ) cannot conclude an approbation of his ſuppo- 

ſed epiſcopall tun&ion . And here by the way , let the reader ob- 

ſerve, what a trick the No: hath to avoid the proofe of this point, 
though he were urged vnto it. Now when he ſhould have done it, T __ 
becauſe Epaphroditus is a principall inſtance , brought to juſtify —_ fe s 
thelarer braunch of the Aſumprion (which affirmeth that the go- , proofe, 
ycrament of Biſhops, ſuch as ours, having place in the Apoltles 

times, was not contradicted by them)he purreth us off ro the next 
chapter; and there he (endeth us back to another treatiſe , where 

is juſt nothing tor this purpoſe; and to terrify his Refuter with his 

loud (I had almoſt ſayd leud ) rayling, he calleth him a nerorions c4- 

vill:r (pa. 64.) and ſaith he writeth , as the moZt of his bucke , to bleare 

the eyes of the ſimple (p. 70. ) for none other faulc bur this; that 

he urgeth him to prove , that the fun&ion of a Dioceſan Bilhop, is 
underſtood in the name of an apoſtle given to Epaphrodirtus; and 

that ſuch Biſhops were at the firlt called Rulers or Apoitles of the 
Churches . Yer leaſt the Do&or ſhould conceive berrer of his dif- 

courſe, then it deſerveth, I will rake a neerer conſideration of all 

that he hath ſayd. And the rather , becauſe his aſl..rrion will appcar 

to be the more abſurd ; if he have wreſt:d choſe names, which he 
attributeth unto Biſhops from the true meaning of the Apoltle is 
the places alleadged by him. 


Chapter 4. D:claring that the flxFion of d'oceſan Bilbypr, is not men- 
cioned in the Scriptures, under the ticles of Rulers or Apoſtles; & that 
a dioceſan Biſhvprick_is not given 19 Epaphroditus wnder the name of 

an Apoitle Phil.2 2 5. as the Doitar would have it, Def. lib. 4. cap. 3+ 

Set. 11. pag. 65. ; ; Vid-f a 

| Knewe (faith the Door) it vas objefed that Biſhops are not menci- I 
oned m the Scriptures, the name, Epiſcopus, Biſhop beong prven to Preſby. ,, cap. 3. 
ters ; and therefore that it is not like, they were ordeyned by the Aprſtles, of lib, 4, 

Wome 
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Whonze no mencion is in the Scriptures. For prevention of this objefl ior. , o 
aſſoylng of this doubt ,, } declared firſt , that the Biſhops in the toricnges of 
the Apoſt les are called, ſometimes the Angels of the Churches ſometimes they 
Rulers, ſomeremes therr Apoitles. It 1 (hould ask the Doctor what it is 
that doth ſecond his fir## , he would be ready to ſnatchat ſuch an 
occaſion , tor the renewing of his vnjuſt quarrell with his Refuter, 
viz. that 7 ſnatch at wordes. And if Iſhonld demaund , from what 
wordesin his ſcrmon, the Refuter might (and ought to) have ga. 
thered, that thoſe names ( which he ſaith, were attributed to By. 
ſhops) were delivered for the prevention of that objeRion, which 
he now diſcovereth ; I ſuppoſe the Reader ſhould ſcarce gaine any 
bztter anſwere then this, that his owne intent is beſt knowne to 
himſclf. Yet had his Refutcr reaſon to ſay;(as he did anſwer p. 34.) 
that this long diſcourſe touching the time of ordeyning Byſhops, 
ſhould hclpto prove that the Apoſtles themſelves ordeyned Bi- 
ſhops; for he promiſed ( ſerm. p. 65. ) to explaine and prove this 
point; by ſhewing the r1me when,the place where, and the perſons whome, 
the Apoſtles ordeyned Biſhops, and he ſaith ( Def. lib. 4- p. 49. ) 
that it was not explayned onely ; but alſo proved by ſhewing the time & c, 
Wherfore he doth his refuter the greater wrong,to call him a were- 
ric caviller, & to (ay, be gave ſufficrent proofe of a bad conſerence ( pag, 
64. and 65. ) becauſe he complayned that in all this (con, there 
was nothing to prove the point before mencioned . For had he 
intended thar his diſcourſe, rouching rhe time, ſhould ſerve, either 
for a barc explanation of his former aſſertion ; or for the aſſoiling 
of ſuch a doubt, as he now propoleth, he was able enough to have 
expreſſed his meaning in plaine rermes; and therefore (nothaving 
ſo done ) he giveth us cauſe to think , either that he had no ſuch 
mcaninge;or that he purpoſely concealed it; that he might here (as 
he doth in ſundry othcr partes of his ſermon) pick a quarrel] with 
his Refuter for miſiaking his Analyſis . But ſince the DoRor will 
needes ( for the better recovering of his ſpirits ) change the te» 
nour of his reaſoning; and make anſwer rather to our objc&ion, 
then goeon with the proofe of his owne poſition; I wil firlt ſet 
_ the obj« tion in form, & then weigh the validicy of his an-, 
were. 

WWhatſoever fur tion or government 184 not mentioned in the Apoſtolicall 

Wryings; the ſame was not 01 deyned by the Apoſtles neyther 11 ut of dyyme m- 
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\ But the funZion or government of dioceſan Byſheps , (ſuch u ours) is nos 
mencuned in the Apoitalicall wrumges. | i 
Ergo, the funttion ard government of dioceſan Byſhops,was uot ordeyned of 
the ApoiHes, ntuther u it of drvme minutos. 
His anſwere tendeth wholly to infringe the Aſſumprion, by de- 5.4. xj 
daring (as himſelf (peaketi)thac Biſhops in the writings of the A- 
poſtles are called, ſometimes the Angcls of the Churches ,(Apoc. 
1.2-3..) ſometimes their Rulers, (Heb. 13. 17. ) ſometimes theie 
Apoltles (as Phil. 2. 25.) Wherefore, if he cannot make it appear, 
that Dioceſan Biſhops ( ſuch as ours) were pointed at, vnder the 
names which he alleadgeth; then his whol diſcourſe (pent this way, 
is alrogither idle and impertinent. And if the ſpirit of God hath 
given theſe names to ſuch Biſhopszis it not an overſight in the Do, 
to allow (as he doth) in his fermon of the diguitie of the Miniſters 
(pag. 60. 61.)all the ſame names,(ſave onely the name of Apoliles) A contrzz 
to all Miniſters? To clear himſclf from this contradigion, he ſaith, dition, 
his former ſerman us of Miniſters in generall, ncly4mg Biſhops; and diverſe 
thinges there ſpoken of Miniiters tn generall doe principally belonge ts Byſhops, 
He addeth, all Paſtors are Rulers or Rettors of their ſeverall flockes, but the 
Byſhopes ere Rulers, both of them and them flockes . eAnd all. {miſter 1 are 
Angils, but the Byſh:p «lone,us the Angel of each Church or dioceſe. Behold 
here a plaine confeſſion, thatin his former ſermon he giveth to 
Miniſters in general, the names and titles there mencioned, among 
which are theſe, that they are called egowmencs, Rulers & Angels of 
the Churches . How then excuſeth he, his reſtreyning of theſe ti- 
tles, hcre to dioceſan Byſhops ſuch as ours? Forſoorh, Byſheps are 
uicluded; and diyerſe things ſpoken of Miniſters in geucrall , 0oe 
principally belong to Byſhops . Beat ſo in his vnderſtanding; but 
can he perſwade himſelt that his bare afhrmacion will perſwade the 
conſcience of an indificrent readerto interteine the opinion ? no 
no, we have learned from his owne inditing ( lib. 1, p. 200.) how 
to frame him an anſwer . If dioceſan Byſhops, ſuch as ours, were 
firſt proved by other arguments to be of divine inſtitucion; the beſt 
argument that could be raiſed out of theſe places, were from the 
Geuus to the iþecics affirmative; as if he ſhonld ſay , The Scriptures 
ſpeak of Churca-Angels , and Rulkrs which were Miniſters of the 
word; Ergo of dioceſan xuling Byſhops, Bys (cing they never were, 
nor ever will be proved by other arguments;the reaſon raken from 
thoſeplaces ,. is fromthe Genus to a fancied and platonicall 74s , 
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or 90 and thar affirmatively. If we ſhould (ay,it were a 
bird, therefore a ſwan, it were but a fimple argument. Bur if thus, 
itis a bird, therfore a black ſwan, it were too ridiculous, yet ſuch is 
the argumet of this diſputer. For if he ſhould ſay, The Holy Ghoſt 
in theſe. 3. ſcriptures (Apoc. 1. 20. Heb. 13. 17. & Phil. 2. 25. ) 
ſpeakerh of miniſters, which diſpenſed the word and ſacraments; 
therefore of Biſhops which had prcheminece orer other miniſters; 
ie were a weak argument: but when heinferreth, therefore of dioce- 
fan Biſhops ſuch as ours, which were more rare then black ſwann;; 
it 15 very ridiculons, 

Bur to diſcend vnto the particulars; it is already ſhewed, how 
much he deceiveth himſcife & his reader , in fancying the fun&ion 
of B.ſhops ſuch as ours,to be deſcribed in his text, under the name 
of rhe angels of the 7. Churches, And all may ſee how guilty he is 
of a plaine contradiction in reſtrayning now unto Biſhops alone, 
the {ame title which 1a his other ſermon he extended to all Mini- 
ſters,viz.to becalled not onely Angels,bur alſo angels of the chur- 
ches. The ſame contradiction he incurreth, if he will appropriate 
ynto Biſhops thoſe wordes, Hcb. 13.17. obey your rulers ſcing he 
applyed them in his former ſerm@n, unto all Miniſters , To ſay,as 
now he doth, (that. all Paſtors are Rulers of thrir ſeveral! flocks, buy the 
Biſhops ere Raers both of them and their flock: ) doth rather weaken,the 
ſtcengrhen his preſent purpole. For what one word in all the cir- 
cumſtances of that text,canlead any man to think , that the Apo- 
tle doth there bind the Paſtors of ſeveral locks to yeeld obedien ce 
unto & Dioceſan Biſhop ſer over them ? Doth not the contrary ra- 
ther appeare very clearcly? But I will lct him ſee his errour, not in 
my owne word<;butin the words of one of our learnedeſt Biſhops, 
(from whom the Door recewed ſo good ſatisfaRion) the Biſhop . 
of Wincheſter ( in his confuration of the Seminaries, pa. 164. 165. 
in quarto, printed at Oxford. Firſt, rouching the tranſlation of 
the word egoymenois, he ſayth, it ſignifieth leaders, as Well as rulers, and 
in this place ſtandeth rather for Leaders, then Rulers; bur S. Paul 
uſing the ſame word , in this very chapter, ver.7. remember the Lea- - 
dert , addeth, beholding the end of their conver ſatigp, imitate their faith, 
that is, follow their ſtepps. If we muſt mark and imitate them,rhe 
ſurcly, muſt they be Leaders ro direR us, and not Rulers to Maſter 
vs. Secondly he ſayth,that by rats egourrendis (whether it be leaders, 
Qt Rulers ) are meant all chriſtian and godly preachers; _—_ 


- 
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this is $, Pauls owne conſtruction, Remember your Leaders, which 
have ſpoken to you the wotd of God,' we be not bound to their 
fancies or plkcaſurez but onely to the word of truth proceding our 
of their mouths &c. But the D. to juſtifie his vnderſtiding of this 
text, (aith chat in the ancient eanons of the Apoſtle, (Can. 39. or rather 
40.) & in the 2. epiſtle of Jynatios (ad Trallsan: ) the rext 1s appropriated 
wnto Biſhops z like 4s alſo 5 the nawe Prepoſits, in the Latm Fathers. Firſt 
to auſwer him in his own terms;in ftead of appropriated, he would 
(or at leaſt ſhould ) have ſayd , communicated unto Biſhops; for 
] know no mi ſo fooliſh,as to appropriate eyther that text, ( Heb. 
13.17)or the name Prgpoſitis to ſuch Biſhops as ours. Ierome was 
ſo farre from appropriating this text to Biſhops , that he doth ra- 
ther appropriate it to Presbyters , which at'the firſt governed the 
Chnrch ( as he faith ( on Tit. cap. 1.) communi conſilo . Aequaluer 
inter plurss eccleſie curam dividit Heb. 13.17. Partte,(mquiens proncipibus 
menos )veltris &c Auguſtin (a principall latin Father)often vn-- 
Jertandeth , ynder the name, Przpofiti ; all the Miniſters of the 
word. Tra&.46.in lohan: Haber ovile domini Przpoſitos,et filios, 
& mercenarios. Przpoſiti qui fili ſunt, paſtores ſunt. Er ſunt qui-« 
dem ecclcſiz przpoſin, de quibus Paulus dicit. Sua querentes &c, 
And de cjvitate deilib. z .cap.9. Ad hoc Speculatores, hoc eſt, po 
pulorum przpoſiti &c. And epiſtola 166. ad finem, Quod uſq; ' 
adeo celcſtis Magiſter cavendum premonuitr: ut etiam de prepoſi- 
tis malis plebem ſecura facerer,ne proprer illos docrine ſalutarig 
cathedra deſereretur &c.neque enim ſua ſunt quz dicunt (ſed Dejy 
&c. 2, Butifthecanons(faſly called the Apoſiles ) haue righit- 
ly appropriated the text unto Biſhops ; it will follow, that ( both. 
by the ſcripture, and by their judgment that firlt framed & atter- 
wards approved them)rthe Paſtors care of ſoules(and conſequently 
the diſpenſation of the: Word and Sacramentes ) is proper to the 
fun&ion of Biſhops . And if ir be (0, it will then alſo followe,and 
that inevitablie, that thoſe presbyters, whoſe office is divers [from 
#he funRion of Biſhops (in their judgment, aſwel as of the author 
of that Epiſtle to the Hebrewes) were no teaching Elders, or Mi- 
niſt-rs of the word . Which to affirme , direly contradidteth the 
DoRars aſſertion (peremprorily mainteyned by him, lib. 1. cap, 
3.)viz.that there were no other Presbyters in the prim: Church, 
but Miniſters, and that the word Presbyter , noting an eccle- 
flaſtica!l perſon, doth evermore in the ſcriptures , counccls and fa- 
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Sed. 4.2d v'- 3+ hocraede this diſadvantage, the*D. ſhall chooſe rather rs 
ſect. 12. of praunt, that the text is to be vndetit6od of Miners in generall, 
the Dot. as he onceunderſtood it; (ſerm.ot the dignity of the Minitters)the 


pag. 6&5. 


can his diocela Biſhops find no ſure footing in this text, as is alrea» 
dy (hewed. | - 

, All his hope and help.therefore; mult lye in the {aſt title, which 
he ſuppoſerth1s given to Biſhops, +to wit, t" Apoſtle of the Churebes, 
and ro make this good , he telleth-us; that he rendred 4 reaſin why 
they are ſo called; viz. becauſe they ſucceedrd the £ Apoſtles in the govern 
went of the particular Charches; and that thereof he gave an infFance 

Philip. 2. 25; where Epaphraditus who Was the Biſhop, or Paſtor of Philipp 
& therefore called their ApeſHe.- He thould rather have produced {ome 


xealon,ro demonitrate( ro 4-eſts ) that Biſhops ſuchy as ours are (0 


called; then ro ſhewe (ro dia ts ) why they arc fo entitled: eſperially; 
ſeing he taketh notice of his Refuners queſtion, viz. by what. autho- 
rite that, title 45 appropriated vmto Bilbaps? © Notwithſtanding, if his 
meaning be,(as it ſeemeth ir is) by the inſtance which he mentio- 
neth; to fortify the reaſon which-he rendrech; I wil deſire no orher 
demonitration then a cleare proofeof rhoſe'premiſſes, which muſt 
inferr this-conclulion. viz.that Biſhops ſuck-as ours, are in the. A- 
{tles writings, called the Apoſtles of rhe Churches, becauſe they 
ucceeded the Apoſttes in the government of the particular Chur- 
ches. The which to conclude from the former inſtance given by 
bim,he muſt thus argue, Epephreditzs is called the Philippians Apoſtle 
(Phul. 2, 25. ) broauſe be ſucceeded the Apoſtles #n the government of thats 
calur Church 


But Epaplnediteu Was the Biſhop or P aft or of Philippi in funttion liky to 
one of our Buſhnpr. Ergo, Biſhops, ſuch as ours Were eal'edin the Apo- 
feles wrieings , the Apoſtles of the (*hmrches; becauſe they ſucceeded the eA- 
poſtles , ws the grvernmen of the par tieular Churches. 

Both the parts of thisargument are contradiQted by the Refut: 
and yer the Þog. harh nothiog that can give ſufficient confirma- 


tionto the one or other. Some teſtimonies he hath ,that may ſcrve 
ro uphold (as farr as their ſtrength wil (trerch)the one halt of each 
poſition (viz. that Epaphroditus is called the Apoſtle of Phi- 
nnd thathe was their Biſhop or Paſtor) but he hath no 
ſhadowept any teſtimony or reaſon, to cover the nakednes, eyther 
_ of thekult {which faith he was fo called, — the 
| p0- 
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Apopſtſesin the goyernment of that Church)or of the ſecod (which 
'@ affirinech him co be 4 Biſhop in fanRion hke'ro one of ours). All 
h, his 14bour tEderh to make good againſt his Refut: 'anſwer an vrher 
E | nn neckidy differing from the former)viz. that he was ther- 
þe fore called the Apoſtle of the Philippians, becauſe he was their Bj- 
| ſhop or Paſtor, Waich might be granted, and his purpoſe, there- 
h by at allnothing furthered , For ir is a weak conſequence and ſo- 
. -phitticall, thus to argue ; The oftice of a Bijhop or Paſtor, is nored 
4 "30 x nap rn when he is called che Philippians Apoſtle : Ergo 
b Dioceſan Biſhops, ſuch as ours , arcin the ſcrjptures called, the 


| Apoſtles of che Churches. But let us ſee by whar authoritie he 
; is {wayed toimbrace that coſtrufio which he giveth to the words 
. of the Apoſtle (Phil. 2.25.) humoon apoitolon firſt, in tranſlating the, 
their Apoſth: ; and then.in ſaying , he was therefore called their Apo- 
| ſtle, becauſe he was their Biſhop or Paſtor . 
© Firft rouching the tranſlation; however the word Apoitolrs, be Set. 5. 
uſually in the newe teſtament, appropriated unto ſuch as we call 
Apoſtles (men immediately called of Chriſt, ro an univerſall & vn- 
limitred Miniſterie; ) yet js 1t well knowne, both that Epaphrodi- 
tus was none of them; and that the word (in hts moſt naturallt 
fignification)is of as large uſe, as our Englith word, Meſſenger, And 
in this large fenſe ir is uſed by Chriſt, lohn 13,16.0ude Apoſtolos&c. 
Neytber is the meſſenger greater then he that. ſent bim . Wherefore as the 
name of a Deacon (though derived from the Greck word diacm) 
cannot fitly be givento alt thoſe that are 1n the {cripture called 
diak-10i; for I ſuppoſe the Door would not allowe the word ro 
be {o tranſlated in theſe and ſuch like places. Mar. 20.26, and 23 
11. He that wilbe (or is) greateſt among you, let bums be ( bumoont dia'g- 
no; ) your Deacon. Rom. 13. 4- for he is (theou diaconor) Gods Deacs 
for thy good. Col. 1. 25. The ('hurch whereef } am mad: Diaconos 2 
Deacon, & verſe 7. Who is for you ( piſtos diaconos ) a faithfull Deacon of 
Chriſt: ſo n:yther can we fitly give the nain* of an Apoſtle , to e- 
yery one,which in the Greek language may be rightly called apofto- 
/ os . Sorharunleſſe the DoQor can yeeld us very ſuffigient & ne- 
ceſſarie rcaſons , to inforce his tranſlating the text(Phil, 2.2 5.)your 
Apoſtl he muſt give us leave to reteine the uſuall reading your Meſ- 
fenger; for as this hath bene formerly imbraced of all our Engliſh 
Tranſlaters (the Rhemiſts excepred) : ſo it is ſtill rereyned in the 
newcſt cranſlation, which with great _— hath bene _ 
| F) 
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and publiſhed by his Majeſtics ſpeciall commaundement. Wher- 
fore, whereas he aſſumeth it as a graunred truth, that» Epyphroditic 
Was called the eApoſtle of the Philippians , I may ſafely contradi& him 
thus , he i not called their eApoitle but their e Meſſenger . And ſurcly 
had Mr D. ſtudied in this controverſy (wherein the tranſlation al- 
lowed in our Church is called into queſtion ) wich the ſame af- 
teRion and reſolution, with which (if we may beleeve him in his 
preface to his ſermon pag. 3.)he was carried in ſtudying the whole 
controverſie of our Church policie.viz.as one that mcant to be the 
reſpondent or defendant, and therefore reſolved not to depart fro 
the received tranſlation; unleſle with cleare evidence of truth , he 
might ſce it convicted of crrour; doubtlefſe he would herein haue 
yeclded to his Refuter, and not haue wounded through his ſides, 
(as he doth) our Church-governours , and thoſe worthy divines, 
which in their tranſlation doe jultify his expoſition of this rext, 
Wherefore he deſcrveth to have the ſame meaſure which he mea- 
teth to others, to be rerurned unto him againe, to wit, that being 
( as it ſeemeth ) out of love with our Church-tranſlacion ; and 
in afteion wholly alienated from our Church-governours, he 
hath ſtudicd this queſtion as an opponent and plainriffc; & there- 
fore having ſought a knotr, as it were, in every bullruſh , & ſtray- 
ned at every gnatt, he hath picked ſo many quarrells, againſt the 
Church-tranllation, and his refuters juſt defence thereof; that by 
his oppoſition ( though the Church be nor deprived of his Mint- 
ltery, for he will rather cry pecc@vs, then ſtand tothe hazard, yer) 
he hath opened the mouth of papilts and atheiſts, to diſgrace our 
tranſlations; rather then he will without prejudice and partialitic 
read,what is truely ſayd in defence therof, tor he taxeth deeply the 
credit of their learning& judgmet, that have given way vnto it;not 
oncly in the text principally qucſtioned, bur alſo in two others (2. 
Cor. 8. 23. &Ioh. 13.16, where the word apeſtols: is tranſlated a 
Meſſenger, or one that is ſent . For this is his definitive ſentence 
( ſeR. 14. in fine)that bowever the word aprſtolvs may ſignify any Meſs 
ſenger , with relation to any ſender . yet is the ſcriptare #t 1s wot uſed to ſigniſy 
meſſengers ſent from men ;neyther 1s it to be tranſlated other wiſe then Apoſtle, 
But hys correting Magnificat in the tranſlation might be the 
better born with, yf hc altered not the {ence & ſfignification of the 
word,z2s he doth, in ſaying, that be « therefore called the Apoſtle oftbe 
Phulipps43, becauſe be was ibeir Biſhop or Paſtor. Ang even this coſiru- 
can 
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Aion were the more tolerable; becauſe in a large acception of the 
name of a Biſhop or Paſtor, for every Teacher, none will impugne 
it, that think his Miniſteriall funRion to be noted by the name of 
their Apoſtle, if he did not thereby vnderſtand ſuch a Biſhop or Pa- 
ſior, whoſe ſuperiority & fun&ion is now in queſtion. Wherefore 
his rcfurer had reaſon todemiaund as he did ( zn\w. pag 135. } 
Who they are that concurre With bum is bi interpretation of the words 
of the Apoſtle, eſpetially ( feing in his viewe of the beo.cs them- 
ſclues Jhe could not fynd that any of his Authors do fully juſtify 
his aſſertion, This putteth the D, tonew labour, and his (light 
defence, enforceth me to ſpend alittle time in diſcovering the 
weaknes thereof, Firſt therefore, he is to be put in mind of his 
owne ſpeach in the like caſe,(lib. 1, pag. 200.) weare wont ( ſaith 
he) to hold that ſctipture is to be expounded by ſcripture, as by 
conference of other paralell ſcriptures, or by inference out of the 
context it ſelfe , d:duced by ſome Mificiall argument. Bur what 
would you have a nan zogoe theſe helps fayling ? The beſt gloſſe 
that he can ſer ypon his cauſe, and the faireſt excuſe for himſeIf is, 
that ſome olde and new writers are partly of his minde . Bure now 
if ic ſhall appeare, that he hath abuſed the new writers, & wronged 
the Fathcrs wha he allcadgeth, aſluredly if he be not altogither 
ſhameleſſe, he will never dare to ſhew his faceagain in this quarrell, 
1. His new writers are Calum and Bullinger men well knowne to 
be oppoſite to the DoRor in the maine queſtion of the epiſcopall 
ſuperioritic, that it were more then a wonder,if they ſhould ſo farr 
forget themfelves, as to acknowledye, that the wordes of S. Paul 
(Phil. 2.25.) doe give the ſame epiſcopall ſuperiority and funRion 
ynto Epaphrodirus. Mr.Bullinger ſaith(in Philip. 2.)chat Epaphro- 
dirus was Philippenfium Epiſcopus , and Mr Calvin ( on the ſame 
Chap.) eſtcemech him to be their Paſtor: but neyther of them, af. 
firme him to be a Biſhop or Paſtor, ſetin a preh*minent degree a- 
bove other Miniſters. Yea the Door himſelf taketh notice of Mr. 
Calvins judgment , touching the word Apoſtolus , to be this, that 
the name of an Apoſtle here , asin many other places is taken ge- 
nerally pro quohber Evagelia. Wherefore, it is evident that(although 
he call him their Paſtor , yer) he holdeth the true reaſon of thar 
name, your Apoſtle given voto him , to be, (not the particular func- 
tion of a dioceſan Byſhop, but) the calling rather of an Evangeliſt 
(preacher of the Golpel ) there excrciſed tor a ſeaſon, _ 
2 1316 
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2. His Fathers are, Ambroſe,T heodor et, Hitrom,ch (hryſoſtom; the two 
later ſay, that Epaphroditts was their Teacher, and ſo doth A- 
quinas . But wharis this to juſtify that epiſcopal preheminence 
which the Do&. vnderſtandeth by re word Apoſtle? here to help, 
ata dead Mg he ſaith , that in Jeroms _y , by the -_ nw eo; 
T eacher, Byſhop comonly was ſignified; and that they did by the word Apeſ.. 
| —— me au tle ond "ons —_ er ro or reaching Preſbyrer, but ſpecxale 
"_ poore- dottorews (as Anjelme ſauh) & mnitrutftorem precipunm-, 4s ſanh Dionyſus 
ly. Carthuſianys . A poore ſhift in deed; For how will he perſwade that 
there were no other ſpeciall Teachers, or cheife inſtrufors, bur Bi- 

(hops* doth nor this rather argue, that he was an Evangeliſte? And 

why preſumeth he vpon the kindnes both of his Refuter and Rea- 

der, treely ro yeild him, without any further proofe,both the ante- 

cedent and the conſequence of his argument? In leroms time, Bi- 

ſhops were commonly called Doors. Ergo, when Ierom ( in ex- 
pounding Phil. 2. 29. Heve @h in bononr ){aith, not bim enely qui ve« 

fer eft Doftor,who is your Teacher, he goth atftirm,that Epaphro- 

ditus, is therefore called the Apoſtle ofthe Philippians (verſ 25. ) 

becauſe he was their Byſhop or Paſtor , In like manner touching 
Ambroſe, how looſely dooth he reaſon? Ambroſe ſaith, ehar the 

Apoſiles (mencionecd. 1.Cor.12.28.& Ephe.4. 11.) were Biſhops, 

Ergo in ſaying that Epyaphroditus was by the Apoſtle , made their 

Apoſtle, Phil. 2. 25. he meaneth that he was affixed and limited 

to the Epiſcopall charge of that Church , (in like ſort as the later 

Biſhops were)znd for that cauſe, called thtir Apoſtle. Nay rather, 

it followeth from Ambroſe his wordes , that the fun&ion of Epa- 
phroditus had ſome affinitic with the Apoſtleſhip; I meane in this, 

that he had oncly a temporaric overſight of that Church, as the A- 

* puſltle himſelf had before, during the time of his aboade there , 

And this hath confirmation from the wordes that follow , which 

the Door was wiſe enough to conceale, his whole ſpeach is this. 
Erat enim eorum Apoſtolus,ch Apoitclo ſaltus dum illum u exhortarwnens 
eorum mitiebat ad eos, quia us bonus erat, deſiderabatur a plebe. Where 

note, he was deſyred of the people(nort becaule he was their Paſtor,but) 
becauſe be Was a good mare; and was now ſent vnto them by the A- 
polile, ( and ſo made their Apoſtle) for their preſent inſtruction or 
exhortation, & not to take perpetuall charge of them; for as after- 
wardes he ſaith (in verC. 27, necefarixa erat eccleſyr)he was neceſſary 
for many other Churches, as one that yeilded ( [iulum a auxilum) 
Mr both 
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both comfart & help tothe Apoſtle. By all which it appeareth, 
that (in Ambroſe his judgment) Epaphrodiths by his miniſteriall 
function, was an Evangelilt and not athxed to the Church of Phi- 


lippi as their Biſhop . There remaineth Theodoret, whoſe wordes, 


make the faireſt ſhewe for him; yer are they not ſo full, as he prete- 
d:th for that which he ſaith (in Phil. 2. 25. he called him an Apo- 
file, becauſe to him the charge of them was commutted &c. might 
very well b: affirmed of an Evangeliſt; ſeing they had a temporary 
charge,of ſome one or moe Churches committed to them. There- 
fore ir doth not necedarily argue his function to be properlic epiſ(- 
copall, and ſuch as now is controverred, Yea the Doctor himlelf, 
doth fo vnderſtand Theodoret, when he faith (in 1. Tim. 3.)thar 
thoſe who nou are called Biſhops, were at the firſt called Apoſtles, 
and that thus Epaphrodicus was the Apoltle of the philippians &c. 
For he gathereth from Theodorers teſtimony,conferred with ſome 
wordes of Icrom (Dc. lib. 4. pag: 72.) that the firſt Biſhops ( ſo 
reputed were Apoliles, and Apoſtolike men, thar is Evangeliſis, 
and that ſo long as any Evangeliſts or Apoſtolicall men remained, 
none were choſen oug of the Presbyters , to the office of a Biſhop, 
whence it followeth that Epaphroditus(in Theodorets judgment) 
js called an Apoſtle, ( not becauſe he was a Biſhop, but) for that, he 
was at) Apoſtolicall man, or Evangeliſt, Wherefore it 1s but a vayn 
bragge of Mr. D. 1. toconclude, as he doth( pag 67. )thar all the 
Authors which he cited, give teſtimony with his expoſition. And 
2.t0 ask with what face his Refut: could deny it. For although he 
hath face enough to affirme, whatever may ſeem to advantage his 
cauſe, and to colour the maintenance of what he hath once aftir- 
med; yet the truth will diſcover it ſelfe rothem, that with an up- 
right eye, ſearch after it to their ſhame that ſeck ro deface ir. 

Now whereas he addeth that his authors before mencioned, 
doe all goe againſt the interpretation of the word Apeſtolos, which 


his Retuter bringeth; he ſaith no more, but what his Refuter had 


b:fore acknowledged. His Authors were produced,not to confute 
his Refurer before he ſawe his anſwer, but ro juſtify his owne col- 


+ Ie&iofrom the words of the Apoltle, which ſince he cannot effec, 


be ſhal doe beſt, notto trouble his reader any further in examining 
their depoſitions; eſpecially ſeing in ſuch a calc as this, (when In- 
terpreters doe varie about the meaning of any word or ſentence 
m any text of Holy Scripcure)the judgment of the indifierent Rea- 
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der muſt be ſwayed, ( neyther by the number, yeares, or learning 
of the entry y that weight of reaſon which leadeth them to 
think as they doe, & beſt accordeth with the circumſtances of the 
rext it ſelfe, and with the uſe of the word or phraſe in other places, 
Wherefore, the Refuter ( though he mencion the names of ſome 
which imbrace his interpretation, yet ) grounded himſelfe rather 
upon the probability of reaſon; then the creditt of their teſtimony. 
Notwithſtanding the Do&or much forgetteth himſclfe, toreje& 
ſo lightly as he doth, the judgment of Mr. Beza and Piſcator; in 
ſaying they are aſmuch parties in this cauſe,as the refuter himſclte, 
For it it be true, he hath wronged Beza, in aftirming, that in the 
queſtion of Dioceſan Churches and Biſhops, he goeth with hjm, 
and againſt his Refurer, ( Lib.1. pag. 48. and Lib. 2. pag. 140. & 
Lib. 3. pag- 21. ) and that he is ſo farr from condemning, the 
government of Biſhops reteyned in other reformed Churches, that 
he wiſhed withall his hart; that with the reformation of religion in 
the Church of Geneva, the epiſcopall government had bin reteyn- 
ed; ( for ſo he ſayth. Lib: 4. pag. 161. & 166.) but it is no ſtrange 
thing to the obſervant reader,to find the DoGor very often in this 
contradicting fault amongſt others. : 
Let us ſee what he anſwereth ro the reaſons , that were deliver- 
ed to prove the Refuters conſtruQion the more likely. viz. that, E- 
papbrodirus #6 called, their Apoſtle( or rather Meſſenger) becauſe he was ſent 
by the Philippians , in their ſtead ro miniſter unto the Apoſtle Paul, 
The firſt reaſon hath two braunches . 1. That the words following tn 
the ſame verſe and Chap. 4.18. doe ſhewe how he miniflred unto bim. 2. 
the [ame phraſe  vſed to the like purpoſe, 2. (or. 8.23. Where the brethren, 
ſent with Tit, ts receive the (ormthes benevolence , are called eApoſiles, 
(that is meſſengers)of the Churches. In his anſwer 1, he acknowledgeth 
that Epaphrodirus brought a gratuitie fro the Philippias to Paul, 
&c, and that the brethren likewife which accompanied Titus, were 
to receive the benevolence of rhe Corinthians. 2, bur he ſaith,ir 
is volikely, that eyther he or they , were called the Apoſtles of the 
Churches , in that regard. And why unlikely?1s nor that interpre= 
tation moſt likely, which beſt agreeth both with the parts ofthe 
ſame ſcripture, and with thz vſc of the word, or phraſe in other 
laces? And doth not that interpretation much better agree with 
och then Mr DoR?Let them be compared togeth:r, and ſentence 


given with the truth. Ficlt, rouching Epaphroditus, that he o_ 
ir 


Part 2. D, Downames Defence ee Lib. 2. 


their Imbaſſadour or Meſſenger to the Apoſtte Paul, theevidence 
allcadged by the Refurer from the ſame ver(e, and cap. 1. 18. is ſo 
pregnant that the DoR. cannot deny it ,yea he doth acknowledge 
jc. The word «poiFolos therefore ſignity ing properly any Meſſenger 
(as he muſt alſo confeſle) it is more then probable (even neceſla- 
ric) to conſtrue thole words humoon apoſtolon, your Meſſenger, (or at 
lealt ro rake them in this ſenſe , that he 1s called their Apoſtle , be- 
cauſe he was their Imbaſſadour ſent by them tothe Apolile,unleſs 
ſome neceſlarie reaſon can be produced to demonſtrate the con- 
trary . Now what ſaith the Doctor in this caſe? Hath he any ſen- 
tence , or ſyllable from the text ir ſelf, or any other ſcripture to 
juſtify any one of his Aſſertions, viz. that Epaphroditus was their 
Biſhop, &thar he is therefore called their Apoftle? no ſuch matter, 
What then ? Forſooth,ir «ppeareth by diverſe of [gnatins bis epsſt ler,thas 
When the Churches ſent one vp9 « Chriſl1a /mbaþage; the Biſhop was comonly 
iutreated 10 take that Embaſſage upon bim. . In like manner the Phulippi® 
ans, being to ſend , as it were upon Embeſſage to Paul, Epaphrodutxs their 
Biſhop undertook that, voyage, He being therefore both thetr Biſhop,and thew 
Imbaſſadour, it is more l:kely that, he Was called their eApoſile, becauſe bs 
Was their Biſhop , theu for that, be Was their {mbaſſadoxy . 1 anſwere, 
1. may I nor (ay that the Churches then ſent forth their Biſhops,as 
the Apoſtles ſeat forth Perer . Ac. 8. 14.& the Church, Barnabas, 
A&.11.22? 2,Touching Ignatius Epiſtles will the D.ſtil preſume 
upon the credulitie of his reader to take his bare word for proofe, 
thar theChurches in his time ,ſcnt theirBiſhops in Embaſſage,only 
upon intreartie? There is ſmall cauſe he ſhould truſt upon it, when 


his reader ſhall vnderſtand, that he learned this evaſion of Bellar- The DoR, 
min ( de Pont. Rom. lib. z. cap. 16, ) who with this ſhifc putterh -0—narny a 


off that argument which our Divines urge againſt Peters primacie 
from AA. 8- 14. where he is ſayd to be ſent with Iohn, by the reſt 
of the Apoſtles unto Samaria. 3. And touching Epaphroditusz 
ſeing he preſumeth alſo that his word wilbe raken , in ſtead of bet, 
ter ptoofe , that he was in like manner intreated to take the jour. 
ney; he deſerveth to heare from me that which Bellarmin doth fi6 
Do&. Whitakers (de pont. Rom. queſt. 2. pag. 260. ) Num ad e- 
um Philippenſes ſupplicts venerunt , & cums eo precubug egerunt, ut mitteret 
al:quem Roman, fi minus placeret jpſi proficiſet? nil etuſmods habetur. Jeven 
this in eff:R, there is no ſuch matter Mr D. Burt beitthat he went 
by their jntreatie,as Timothy at S. Pauls intreaty remayned at E- 
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pheſus. /.Tim. 1, 3. May the Church of Welle: or rather of Camerby- 
re(for Philippi was Mctropolis Macedonia,as aferwacds be telleth 
us, pag.71.) ſend their Biſhop abroad by the like intreatie,& up. 
onthe like buſynes; to wit,to convey their benevolence unto ſome 
Bilhop , or perion of great note, that is a priſoner as Paul was,at 
that time? Who ſeeth not , that even this Embaſlage argueth, he 
was not a Bilthop of that degree & dignity that one of our Biſhops 
bear at this day? Moreover, (to pals by for the preſcat his begging 
rhe queſti6 #n aſfirming him to be their Bp. ) it he were both their 
Biſhop and Embaſſadour : is it not more likely , that he was called 
rheirApoſtle, becauſe he was their Imbaſladour(ſcing the word im- 
porteth ſo much) then for that!he was their By? but he hath betrer 
probabilities in {tore to prove, the corrarie;let us givehim hearing, 
{ts wulthely((aith he )that the name of that ſacred funttion of the Apo- 
Mes of ('oriſt (who alſo himſelf is the Apoſtle of our profeſſion )ſhould be uſed in 
the Scriprures,to ſignify the Meſſengers of me... Is it valtkely?why?doth 
he not knawe , that the otfices of paſtors and deacons , are alſo 
facred functions; and that Chriſt himlelf js inticled our Shephcard, 
and Paſtor of our Soules. Iohn. 10.11.16. & 1, Pet. 5.25, and 
the ( dacenos ) minilter of the circumciſion, Rom, 15. 8.7 not- 
withitanding it is certeine that both thele names (peimen, diacono:) 
arc given in the Apoſtolicall writings to Feild{hephcards, and (cr- 
vants of men. Luc. 8.8. 15. 18, 20. John. 2. 5.9. In like man» 
ner, though the word aggels; be the name of thar ſacred fun&0, 
of the celeſt1all ſpirits, and communicated even ynto Chriſt kime 
ſelfe, AR. 7.35.38. Revel, 10. 1. 5.) yetitis given alſo, in the 
Holy Scriptures, ynto the meſlengers of men, Iam. 2. 25. where 
Rahab is ſayd to have received ( roms aggelow \the meflengers and 
ſent them our another way. It is apparant therefore, that neyther 
the holynes of the Apoſtolike fun&io,nor the worthines of Chriſts 
perſon or office, can ycild any probable argument, to juſtifythe 
Do&tors affirming it to bt w:lrkely thet the Word aps{t vles ſhrld be vſed 
m the ſcriptures to ſignify the meſſengers of men. But heare we him again, 


| he addeth, that, #1 b«th places ( Phil. 2. 25. and 2. Cor. 8. 23.) the 


eApoſtle meendeth by this rule highly to commend Epaphroaituu and the 9+ 
thers, but this had bene but a ſmall commendation, that, they were mrſſen- 


gers of the ("burches . But a ſmall? How ſmall ſoever the commenda- 


ri0n ſcemerh in the DoR. eyes,who cſteemeth baſcly of the chugch 
in compariſon of their Biſhop, yer is it otherwiſe in their eyes (ſee 
, mticming:; 


by 
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Heming: & Hyper: in 2. Cor. 8. ) who concurre with us in the 
tranflation-of- both rexts; among whom are many (the tranſlators 
'of our Church-bibles fornggr & later) whom he dareth not accuſe 

_ ſare ) to be parties with us in this controverſie. Bur whar 

pzak I of their judgment,(eing we have the Apoſtles own tefiimo- 
- ny ; that having given to one this high comendation, bis prazſe i« v9 
the goffel threaghout all the ('hurcbes, doth yet enlarge his praiſe in (ay- 
ing, not that, onely but be Was al(s choſen of the Churches to traveile wh 
vs, with this grace Which is adminiſtred by ws, &c. (2. Cor. $. 18. 19. ) 
' and therefore alſo he ſignifheth (1. Cor. 16. 3. ) that he would not 
ſend thoſe that were to carry the benevolence of theCorinths un- 
to TIeruſalem without their letters of commendations. And by 
theſe teſtimonies of the Apoſtle,we ce the fal{ehood of that which 
he aſumerh in his laſt reaſon, ſpecially firred to prove that they (in 

2. Cor.$. 23. ) were nor called the Apoſtles of the Churches, bc- 
cauſc they were their Meſlengers; viz. that. they were not ſent ty the 
Conrehes , Bur tet us look upon the colour he ſetteth vpon this vn- 
truth; i is evident, ſaith he, that Paul himſelf ſent them, for 4s it ns rt 
quired of bums Gal. 2. 10. (6 kad he vndertaken toprocure a ſupply for relvife of 

the brethren in Iudea . And '0 that exd havms de.ilt before with the Corm- 
this, ſendeth T ut and two others, ta receive thier contribution, All 

which I graunt, but hold it a very lame conſequence, and ſuch as 
the Door with all his learning will never be able rocure; when he 
thus reaſone:h,Thoſe two that accopanicedTitus were ſent by Paul, 
who h:d vndertaken to procure ſome releit for the poore brethre 
-4n ludea: Ergo they were not ſent by the Churches, whoſe contri. 
burion they carried, He falſly conceiveth , that Paul was as high- 
minded as ſomeBiſhops now arewho ſcorn to aſſociate any others 
with them, inthe choiſe of ſuch as they ſend abroad. For we learn 
from Pauls owne mouth , that he was of an other mind: he ſaith 
expreſſly that one of thoſe two, whom he ſent, was choſen by the 

Churches, to be his fellow-traveiler, tro convey their benevo!ence. 
2.Cor. 8, 19. and his foredcaling with the Corinthes ſhzwerth 
(1. Cor. 16. 3. ) that he meant not to ſend any other, with theire 
contribution, then ſuch as they ſhould choo e and approve by let- 
ters, | 
' TheRefuters firſt reaſon beingthus recovered our of the NoR. <,q , ,z 
han4zs and mainteyned againſt all his exceprion$;his interprerati- (,.c;. | —__ 
on will ſtand firms enough ( as having both the circuinitances of 64, 
oe | D z 
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the text it ſelf, and the uſe of che like phraſe alſo here, to juſtifie it) 
although his 2, reaſon ſhould be found too weake, Notwithitan. 
ding, I doubt not, but to make it gogg, it the Refurer may have 
that favour which reaſon alloweth roevery one; I meane to inter- 
prere his owne meaning,ſo as the wordes may well beare, without 
wreſting, or contradiction to any parte of his writing . The rea. 
ſon is this; 7eſtandeth not ſo well with the propertie of the word apoſtolos , 
Which ſignifieth a Meſſenger, to entule any man (in reg od of bus minyſters. 
all fanttion) their Apoitle ro Whome, as bis from Wwhons be us ſent. Againſt 
this, the Door direly oppoſeth not, for though he ſay , rbat m 
the Scripture ghe word is uſed with reference, aſwellto the parties to whome; as 
go the partie from whom the eApoitle is ſent, yer the truth thereof ar. 
= not the Refuters aſſertion to be falſe, For he ſhall bewray 

is own ignorance,or want of judgment, if he preſſe this for a good 
coſequence. T he word us uſed with reference aſwell to the one as ts the other; 
T berefore both phraſes of fpeach doe equally and alikg agree with the proper 
ſentfication of the word, For it both phraſes have a like agremer with 
the proper fignificatio of the word; then in both the word may be 
( with alike fitnes) tranſlated Meſſenger; but that were ab- 
ſurd ; for though wee may fitly ſay of Paul , or any other 
called the Apoſtle of Chriſt. (1. Cor. 1.1. 1.Pet. 1.1. Jude, verſe 


17.)that he was the Meflenger or Embaſſadour of Chriſt: yer were - 


ir a very improper and unfitting phraſe of ſpeach, to ſay of Paul, 
that he vvas the Meſſenger or Embaſſadour of the Gentiles, when 
he intitleth himſclfe ( erhnoon apoſtolo; ) the Apoſtle of the Genres, 
Rom. 11. 13. To ſpeak properly, he was nor their Apoſtle, bur 
Chriſts; vocatu « Chriſto principaliter wt eſſet Dottor gentiuns;as Pilcator 
obſerveth (upon thoſe words) and himſelf ſheweth ( 1. Tim. 2.2.7 
& 2, Tim. 1-11, Where itis ſayd , that unto Paul was comitted the 
goſpel of the uncircumcifion . Gal.2.7. May we (wich as good re- 
gard ro the proper ſenſe of the word evezgehon goſpel!) call his goſ- 
pell; the uncircumciſed ewes goſpel; as we may call it, Gods goſ- 
 pel, from thoſe words.(Rom. 1.1.) where he ſaith, he was ſepara- 
red to preach the goſpel of God? Iris cleare that in theſe places, 
Rom, 11.13, and Gal. 2.7. as alſoin the verſe following, where 
Peter is ſayd to have the Apoſtlethip of the circumciſion)the gene. 
tive caſe muſt be interpreted, eyther by the dative, as in the firſt, [ 
am the Apoſtle of the Gentiles , thatis,to or for the Genriles,as he 
ſayth, 1. Cor, 9. 2. if I be not an Apoſtle ( allis ) unto _ yet 

oubt- 


ſent from God With authority Apoſtolcall ( Rom. 16.7. ) though kat _ 
c 
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doubtlefſ: I am bumin to you) or elſe by an xquiralent phraſe as 
the Apoſtle interpreteth himſelf, Gal.2,8. 9. Q. d. to me was c6- 
mitted the goſpel of the uncircuinciſfion; & to Peter the guſpel or 
Apolſtleſhip of the circumciſion, thac is to ſay , to me was comit. 
ted the diſpenſation of the goſpell (4 tz ethne, vnto or towards the 
Gentilcs ; and to Peter , the like diſpenſation or Apoſtleſhip ( es 
zen peritomen ) towards the circumciſion, What cauſe then, hath 
the DoRor to inſult over the Refurer, ſaying, that whiles he goeth 
about to diſcover his ignorance( as if he knew not the ſigniticaci- 
on of the word «poſtolos as well as he) he bewrayeth his owne? For 
wherein bewrayeth he is own ignorance? Pcrhaps in ſaying that a- 
mong all the ticles that Paul taketh to himlelfe ro magnify his of- 
fice, he never calleth himſclfe eheir or your Apoſtle ; but an Apoitle of 
Chriſt, or Apoſtle tro them? Nothing lefle ;it his meaning be ex- 

lained, as the coherence of his whole ſpeach requireth. viz. that 
he never called himſelf their or your Apoſtle, taking the word in his 
proper ſignification, of a Mefrnger or 7mbaſudour, For the Do&. 
himſelf confeſlcth, that when the Apoſtle calleth himſclfe the A+ 

oltle of the Gentiles, (Rom. 1 1. 13. ) he uſeth the word with re- 

erence, unto the parties to whom he was ſent; which argueth the 
Apoſtles meaning to be this,(not that he was their Meſſenger,but) 
that he was Chriſts Imbaſſadour ſent ro them. If he ſhall yer urge 
that thoſe words may warrant him to ſay,that Paul was theirApo- 
ſtle; I graunt it ; but withall he muſt knowe, that in fo ſaying, the 
word Apoſtle , doth not now ſignify a Meſſenger, but a Teacher (or 
Miniſter of the word)holding that peculiar fun&tion, which the 1 2 
Apoltiles enjoyed. If the Doctor know not this, itis groſſe igno- 
rance in him; if knowing it, he ſhall yer indeavour to juſtify his cE- 
ſure given forth againſt the Refut: ir wilbeenough (in the judge- 
ment of the indifferent reader I doubt not) to prove himſelf to be 
but a wrangler. 


Having ſayd enough in defence of the refuter for both his rea. S<Q.r0. 24 
ſons; we are now to take notice, how that which the DoR. addeth P38-70+ 


to vnderpropp his own? Aſſertion, 1s too feeble to ſlay it np from 
falling. Even as ( faith he ) Angels _— {wa is 4 title of all eAMi- 
wmiters ſent of God, but uſed with reference to the {, burches, Whereto they ave 
ſent (as the eAngehs of the. 7. Churches) a mfie the Biſhops or Paſtors of 
the ſame Churches: (3 ApoFtols, abſolutely ; i 4titleof all Embaſſadours 


Part 2. 
ochen given to Paul Barnabas (As, 14. 14. ) andthe 12. eApottles, 
but'uſed With reference 19 partuculer (burches, dvth fignsfie their Þ3ſheps. 
Here the Doctor deſerverh to be anſwered with his owne words, 
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viz. that whilc he gocth abour to diſcover his Refuters ignorance 
(as though he knew not the (ignification and uſe of the words 
azo: and Apoftolos ) he bewrayeth his owne, and thar in diverſe 
particulars, For (to let paſſe now the repetition of any thing for. 
merly ſpoken for the ule of this phraſe the angels of the Churches ) he 
had necd to have a very farourable interpreter that ſhal excuſe him 
of <rrour, in ſaying, the word Angels abſolutely tpoken, as a title givents 
all 1 mniſters ſemt of God: for, ( not to heap up places where it is put 
for the celeſtiall Angels ) I have before ſhewed that it is referred to 
meſſengers ſent of meo,la.2.25. 2. And ſurely that xext of Ro, 
16. 7. (which ſaith that eAndronicus and ?unia were men of note a- 
mong the Apoſtles ) cannot prove what he affirmeth, viz. that 
bcſides Paul and Barnabas, and the 12. Apoſtles, there were ſun- 
dry other Embaſſadours fent from God with authoritie Apoſtoli- 
3. Neyther can he make good generally his laſt aſſertion, 
that the word eApoſtlt uſed with reference to particular churches , remficth 
their Biſhops. For (beſides the places before queftioned Phy, 2. 25. 
2, Cor.8.23.)it is apparantly uſed with ſuch reference, 1.Cor.g. 2. 
when S. Paul (who was no Biſhop oyer any particular church or 
Churches) ſaith, 7ff be nor eApoſtle vnto others, yet doubileſſe } am vn- 
to you. 4. As tor the concluſion which he inferreth, (viz. that in 
the Scriptures, the Word Apoitolos, is net uſed to ſignifie Meſſenger: ſent from 
me?t, naher is it to be tranſlated othervwwyſe then ApoFle ) I have already 
ſhewed (ſe. 5.) how much he wrongeth our owne Church: go- 
vcrnours ( beſides many other worthy and ſound divines ) who 
havetaken the word, for any meſſenger from men, and ſo trarſla- 
red it. Phil. 2. 25. 2, Cor.8,23., Iohn. 13.16. And 21y, I have 
ſofficictly diſcovered the falthood of his concluſion, having main- 
teyncd againſt all his cxceptions, the Refuters conſtrufton of thee. 
2. former places, and the reaſons which he propounded in that 
behalfe., Neyther is it bard to remove that which he obje&eth 
touching the later.all that he ſaith is this, Hough our Saviour do ſeeme 
to Speak ndsfiritely fobn 43. 16. of the Apoſile, (he ſhould ſzy any Meſ- 
ſenger) and him and that ſendeth him; yet it is evident), that he meaneth 
bimſelf who ſert.., and the Apoſiles who Were ſent ,, Doth he ſceme onel 
to [peak indefinitely? Andis it eyident that he meangth hiinſe! 
«ot ; | onely 


Fort 2. . D. Downames defence &c, Lb. », | 


onely &c> What ſeeming reaſon or evident demonſtration, hath 
the DoRor to juſtifye this? ſince he hath none, it mighrbe a ſuffi. 
cient anſwere ro tell him, (cede fltcibrate rejicitar, qua efſermer, ) rhe 
Refurer maie as eaſily deny it as he affirmeit. Bur for the Readers 
fatiſtation this I adde. The coherence of the rext (both h:re and 
elſwhere, where the like ſpeach is uſed as Cap. 15.20.Math.10 24.) 
clearly ſheweth , that Chriſt intendeth to teach his Apoſtles, that 
they ought ro imitate him in ſubjeRing themſelves, both ro beare 
the like atftiRtions ( which is the ſcope of the other 2. places ) and 
toperforme the like ſervices (which he aymeth at inthis place) vnra 
another. To cff:& this his purpoſe, he argueth ( a genere) in this 
manner; no ſervant, diſciple, or meſſenger, is greater then his L. 
and Mr. or him that ſent him. Bur ye are my (ervantes diſciples & 
meſſengers; and I am that Lord & Mr. and he that ſcndeth you in 
Embaſlaze . Ergo,you are not greater then I, and conſequently, 
p ought to ſubjeR your ſelves, both to doe and ſuffer, what ye 
aveſeene in me. Icould alledge Interpreters old and new, that 
thus vnderſtand the words of Chriſt, in the generall and large 
ſenſe: bur it ſhal not be needful co them, that conſider how abſurd 
It is toreſtreine ſo generzl] a ſentence, viito one onely particular, 
For if I may uſe the Do&. words, Lib.1. pag. 226. who ſhal dare 
todoe this without very good warrant? The Do&. concluſion be- 
ing thus removed out of the way, I here again inferre( as the Ref, 
did once before ) that he is deceived & ſceketh ro decrive by the 
equivocation of the word epofolor which ſometimes ina comon 
and general! ſenſe, is given to any one, that is ſent as a meſſenger, 
though uſually aſcribcd ro thoſe, that were imployed ( as were the 
þ EIN an high & extraordinary Embaſſage from Chriſt, 
1 


the next place Mr. D. labour is to remove this objection, hallion of 


that thoughit ſhould be admitted , that be Wwas a Biſhop, yet ut followeeth not 


that be Was 4 divceſan Biſhop, like to ours in the ſubltance of bus office; ,, ., 


&& therefore be d:cryveth bys reader with the like equivocation in the Word Bi. 
ſhop, Which in the Apoitles times (by his «wne confeſſion) Was comen to all 
» Paſtors though afterwards appropriated to ſome Fpeciall perſons (anl. p.136.) 
T bis is (faith the DoR. ) as if he ſhould bave (aid, 7 grant that which here 
yu prove; but yet that followeth not hereon Which you wtended not: T hat the 
Churches Were divxceſes & the Biſhops dioceſan exc: f proved before in the for- 
wer party ere } am (6 farrre ſrom inferring or proving it that 1 preſuppoſed<t aa 
ſfficiently proved befire.Wheternto, I cannot make him a ny Att» 
| E wer, 
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(wer, then. toreurne him his own 2lize before ſpoken to the Ref. 
with alice. change. This is written as the maſt of his 4 volumes, tg 
bleare the ics ot the ſimple; For 1 cannor thiok that the D. which 
yndertovke this courſe, was ſo void of judgment, as herc he would 
hewe himſelf ro be, if he wrote ſyncercly.Whar is the point (1 pray 
_ which here he had in hand? was it not to prove that the Apo- 

les themſelves ordeyned Bithops? doth not the title upo the head 
of cyery page of this chapter ſbew it? & what Biſhops did they or. 
deyne in his vnderſtanding? were they parith Biſhops, or tempora- 
ry overſcers as were the Evangeliſts?can he juſtify the caling of our 
Biſhops to be of divine or Apoltolicall inſtiturion, vnleſſe he prove 
that the Biſhops or Paſtors,to whom the Apoltles commirted the 
care of particular Churches were like to ours for the ſubſtance of 
their office? And, to diſcend. mare particulagly to; the queſtion, 
which himſclfe affirmeth. to.be debated in all this diſcourſe( pag; 
G3. ) viz. whether Biſhops be mencioned in the ſcriptures yuder 
this name, the Apoſtles of the Churches? )is it not to be vaderſtoud 
of ſuch Biſhops as ours arc? If he doe neyther prove this, nor in- 
tend it, bur preſuppoſe it, (or rather take it for granted, withour 
proofe) and jf he prove no, more (in this diſcourle, touching Epa- 

hroditus) then that which this objeRion admitteth (co wit, that 

e was a Biſhop in the generall couſtrucion of the word) doth he 
not thew himelfe to be a trifling deceiver? and what elſe doth he 
bur bleare the eyes of the ſimple , when he ſaith,it is ſufficiently 
proved befor:? But this is the poore ſhift(to pay him once again 
with his owne pag. 71.) which the Do&. uſually flieth unto. Wh& 
he hath nothing to juſtify his affercios, he perſwadeth himſclf(ſuch 
is his jadgment) chat in the queſtion of Dioceſes and dioceſan Br 
ſhops, he hath the upper- hand, (becauſe he hath proved, that there 
were ſuch Biſhops and Churches in the 2. or 3. age after the Apo- 
Rt'es) and therefore when he is foyled in any of his reaſons, that 
ſhould prove the calling of ſuch Biſhops , to be of divine inſticuti- 
on,he flieth to this, as his refuge; I have already proved rhe Chur- 
ches to be Dioceſes and the Biſhops Dioceſan : and- therefore if. 
you grantthat the funRion of Bilhops was inſtituted of God, and 
that Biſhops were ordeyned or approved of the Apoſiles, then you 
| aſmuch as I intend to prove, This then being his beſt dc- 

ence, the reader may fe: the Doors ſinceritie, and that he was 
got yronged by his Refurer when he told him, thathe dnoued 


Part 2. Þ, Downawees defence, ce. Lib. 2 3s 
his reader by an equivocationin the word Bithop: But in deed, he 
much wrongeth h1s refurer,and all} them whom he calleth his con- 
ſors, when for a requirall )he ſaith,that they dor deceive their readers, 
in that thiy would per ſwade them, that, becauſe the name Epiſcopua & Preſe 
byter Were confinuded , therfore alſs the offices were confiuuded. For where 
doth the rcfurer or his conſorts thus argue? The obje&tion which- 
he befote rook norice of, and pretendeth in all this diſcourſe to i 
reniove\ is( as himſelf ſetteth it down pag.65.) that the name E- 
piſe-pws in the Apoſtolicall writings,is given to Presbyters, and thar 
Biſhops (ſuch as onrs ) are not mentioned 1m the ſcriptures. For 
anſwere whereunto, he ſaid then(and now repeateth it againe) that 
when Presbyters were called Epiſcopi, thoſe who afterwards ( and 
now) are called Biſhops were then called the Apoſtles of the Chur- 
ches. This he firſt indeavoured to prove by that inſtance of Epa. 
phroditus Phil. 2. 25; bur his fayling therein, is ſufficiently diſco- 
yered; now, once againe he attempteth ir , let us attend whether 
his ſacceſſe be any berter . - 

For ((aith be ) as } ſayd m the ſermon; Whiles the epiſcopall power Was in S<Q. 12.24 
the «Apeithes, and eApoſtoliks men; thoſe who hud that power were called <©-16. pa. 
the Apoſtles . And what then? Will he hence conclude, that there. /** 7** 
it fore Biſhops( ſuch as afterwards and now have the name appropri-- 

c ated to them ) were then called-Apoſtles; doth it not rather follow 
e (much better )on the contrary,that in the Apoſtles times;the name 
y of Apoſtles, was given tono other, thento the Apoſtles themlelves, 
J 
: 
| 


or Apoſtolike men, which were(as himfelfe acknowledgeth pag 72} 
Evangeliſts? hath not the-Do&. then ſpun afaire threed, to ſtran- 

pic his owne cauſe? Bur ſince he pretendeth to repeat the words of 

is ſermon, why doth he curtoll chem? there he (aid(pag7 1) whules 

; rw re power was, for the moſt parte, in the «Apoſtles &+ Apoſtobke me,” 
. thoſe who alſo had that prwer, Were called Apoſtles: now he leaveth. our 
theſe words, for the moi? part, and alſo. May 1 intreat him plainely to 
informe us, what moved him to make this change? Ir ſeemerh, he 
thought theſe words (at the firſt) needfall to be added; ( as indeed 

. they were) to concludetis purpoſe; for unleſiche can make it ap- 
peare, that the power of ordination and juriſdiction over Presby- 
rers (which he calleth epiſcopall power) was in ſome other beſides 
the Apoſtles or Apoſtolike men or Evangeliſtsz and that thoſ- alſo 
were'calted Apoſtles, ( orarleaft the Apoſtles of the Churches) 
he cannot inferre his former Allertion, to wit , that thoſe who are 
E 2 now 


The Do. 
leadeth his 
reader into 
that error 
which him 
ſelfe diſſa- 
Joweth, 


Part 't. © # Reply wwto . Lib. 2 
now called Biſhops, were then calledthe Apoſtles of the Churches, 
And now (it ſcemeth)he forclawe, that the teſtimonies( akcerwards 
allcadged) cannot prove, any other then the very Apoſilesor E- 
vangeliſts( whom he calleth Apoſtolike men)to beare the name of 
Apoliles , in the apoſtolicall writings z though his witneſles ſpeak 
what they can, & he make his beſt advancage of them, 1. he faith, 
that Ambroſe , by Apoſtles in ſome places of ſcripture (as 1, Cor, 
12, 28, Ephef. 4. t1. ) underſtandeth Biſhops: but is the NoQtor 
perſwaded, that the ſpirit of God underſtandeth ſuch Biſhops, as 
are now queſtioned, by the word Ape#Hes in thoſe places ? If nor, 
why leadeth he his reader into an errour, and perſwade him to be- 
Iceve that which himſe!fdiſtallowerh? If he be, why urgeth he nor 
rhoſe ſcriptures to prove the maine quzſiion ? ſeeing none can be 
found more pregnant, then theſe ( if that be their meaning ) to 
prove the dotrine of his ſermon , viz. that. the funthon of Biſhops ſuck 
as 0nr1 , is of drown mititurion? And why doth herteach the contrary, 
in ſaying, as betore pag. 70, thatthe word , Apoſtoli, abſolutely u/rd, 
6 4 title of thoſe tobjx ls were ſent of God With autborny apoſtolicall? Morco- 
ver can the Door be ignorant that Ambroſe ( in Epheſ. 4. 11. ) 
doth alſo ſay , that the Evangelsts are Deacons? and that Paſtors are 
and may be Lethors , qui lethamibus ſaginent populuny anduntem; & that 
Megiftri (fo he tranſlareth the word didaſcalsj, Teachers ) rxoreult 4 
ſunt, q144 in evcleſia igfi compeſcunt et verberant inguictos, If therforg the 
DoR. will hare ns to believe, that Dioceſan Biſnops ſuch as ours, 
were mentioned in the Apoſtolicall writings, under the name,(not 
of Biſhops but ) of Apoſtles; becauſe Ambroſe ſaith, ( Apoftols epiſe 
copi ſunt) the Apoitles are Biſhop; let him freely confefſe,that the fun 
&ions of Leftors & Exmeijts ( ſuch as the Papiſts will haue v0 be (c+ 
verall orders of the Clergie) were alſo eſtabliſhed in the Apoſtles 
times,& mentioned in their writings ( though not under the ſame 
names , yet) under the namesof Paſtors and Teachers(or Maſters) 
Epheſ. 4.11. end that Ambroſe teſtifieth the (ame in the words a- 
aforegoing; for if he (hall refuſc to ſubſcribe to this later inference; 
he muſt pardon vs this once, for not imbracing the fo: mcr. | 
2, And ſcing heſaith Cyprian , ſpeaketh to the like purpoſe. lib, 

3- ©piſt. 9. Apoſtole1 ,9d eſt epiſcopor & Prapyſiter Daminus elegit. T he 
L. choſe Apoſtle, that is, Biſhops. Ler me againe demaund of Mr 
DoR. whether he be pcrſwaded thar the Apoſtl-s whom our Lord 
did choole ( and who afrer our Sayiours aſcenſion choſe Deacons, 
as 
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as Cyprian in the fame placeteſtificth)were Dioceſan Biſhops,fuch 
as ours ? If not, howe will Cyprians wordes further his _ 
which is to prove, that inthe Apoſtolicall writings ſuch Biſhops 
are called Apoſtles ? It he be , why is he aſhamed (cſpecially ſciog 
he hath Biſhop Bilſon (perper. govern. Pag- 226.) alleadging both 
Cyprian & Ambroſe& Biſhop Barlow(ſerm. in AR 20.28.fol.17) 
urging Cyprian for that purpoſe to inrowle the 12. Apoſiles, a- 
mong other Buhops, which he affirmeth to be ordeyned of God, 
in his laſt argument , hereafter following Cap. 6? Nay, why affir- 
meth he the contrary in this 3. chapt. viz. that ſome of the eApoitles 
Were wot properly Biſhops . ea he there acknowledgeth, that it is true- 
ly affirmed of thercit of the Apoſtles, lames exceptedzthet, they bad 
m4 certeyne (hurches aſſigned to them , and therefore vere net Biſhops. To 
conclnde, it js apparantto them that (with underſtanding ) read 
Cyprians whole epiſtle, that to increaſe the power and honour of 
their fanRion who were Biſhops in his time , he preſſeth the pre- 
heminence, which God gaue to the high -preiſts above the reſte 
(Deur. 17. and Numb. 16. ) much more earneſtly , then he doth 
the prerogative of Chriſts Apoſtles, above the Deacons. Where- 

fore the Door too much abridgeth the epiſcopal fun&ion of her 

duc antiquitie in deriving the originall thereof ( at the bigheſt)fr6 
Chriſts eleion of his Apoſiles. For if this later wil prove the fun- 

Rion of Biſhops to be mentioned in the new Teſtament, under the 
pame of -{poſiles ; then will the former as ſtrongly argoe, theire 
fun&ion to be mentioned, in the book of Moſes, under the name 

of that preiſthood, which was given to Aaron and his ſucceſſors, 


Butdrawe wee to an end, at thelaſt (and for the winding up of 5A. 13.24 
all the DoRor once againe takerh hold of T heodorer,bur in rain, pag. 73. 


ſeing himſelf affirmerh ( as was before obſerved ſeR. 6 ) the fi: 
Biſhops , who were by Theodorer called Apoſtles, or the Apoſtles 
of the Churches; to be no other then Apoſtles, or Apoſtolicall 
men,y* is,Evageliſt;;for if they were eyther Apoſtles or Evageliſts, 
then were they not properly Biſhops; and if properly Bps, ( ſuch 
as afterwards were choſen our of th: Presbyters)the they were not 
Apoltles, nor Evangeliſts;for otherwiſe the offices wilbe confoun- 
ded, which ought to be kept diſt n&, as ſhalbe ſh?wed more fully 
in the examination of that which he hath ſayd in def:nce of Iamesy 
his Biſhoprick (in his 3. chap. (e&., 7.) and touching Timathy & 
Titus ig his chap. 4. cR. 11, 


E 3 As 
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A3 fot the queFtion of the time, how long the hatmeof Epiſcos- - 
pus and Presbyter were confounded; and when the Dioceſan Bi- 
ſhop, had the name Epiſcopus appropriated to him; it is fuch as 
the D. might well have overpaded; fave that he cannot indure ro 
be contradicted, in any-point of the leaſt moment. The proceſle of 
time whereof Theodoret ſpeaketh , when the name of Biſhops was 
appropriated to ſuch , as in his dayes were uſually (6 called, was in 
the Apoſtles time , as the DoR. gathereth(not from any words of 
Theodoret , but) by conference of him with Icrome . But Theo- 
dorers meaning is beſt gathered from his owne words, /n proceſſe 
of time( ſaith he)they leſt rhe name eApoſile to thoſe that are properly cal» 
led «Apoſtles; and the name of Biſhop , they gave 10 them that had bene cal« 
kd «Apoſtle . Who ſeeth not, that in his opinion the name of Bi- 
ſhop ,was not appropriated to that funRion,which in his time en- 
joyed it,til the name of Apoſtle was left to thoſe that were proper-' 
ly ſo called? But the Church-governours were called Apoſtles for 
many yeares afrer their time, as the refuter ſhewed out of E- 
piphanius and Ifidore, ( Anſw. pag. 153.) And the DoR.himſelfe 
confeſſeth that the name of Apoſtle continued in vc; ſo long as a- 
ny Evangelifts,or Apoſtolicall men-remayaed. But under that Em- 
perour Antonius Pius (who reigned vntil the yeare 152.) many of 
them remained alive as Nicephorus teſtifieth. lib. 3. cap. 22.And 
as for thoſe Biſhops which by Ignatius are diſtinguithed fr6 Prefs 
byrers,& are ſaid by Terome to have had their beginning at Alex. 
andria afrer $. Mark: the DoQor knoweth well enough, iris cafier 
for us to deny; then for him to prove that they were Dioceſan Bis. 
ſhops ſuch as ours ; neyther is it pertinent to the preſent queſtion, 
hereto debate that matter : ſeing we now waite to heare, what cart 
bealleadged from the ſcriptures to prove , that ſuch Biſhops, had 
their ordination and originall,in the Apoſtles times,and that with 
their approbarion. , 
And thongh he hath inſiſted long upon this point, being (a# 
heeſteemeth) of great conſequence: yet his maine affertion (thar 
Biſhops ſuch as ours were in the Scriptures, called the Apoſtles of 
the Churches) and the inſtance produced to prove it (to wir, that 
Epaphroditus the Philippians Apoſtle, was ſuch a Biſhop) doe lie 
a5 naked-as at the firſt; having no ſhredd of Holy write, nor any: 
perce of reaſan to cloath them. Wherefore the concluſions that h& 
unferrech upon theſe premilles (viz that Biſhops being then _ 
Apoltoli 


_ , fulyoakfellowe, cap. 4. 3. and b:fercherh him to help not onely 
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Apoſto!i were ſuperior to other Miniſters, who were called Presby- 
' teri & Epaſcopi; that ſuch Biſhops as were ſuperior to orher Miniſ- 
ters, were in the Apoſtles times, and mentioned in their writings; 
and conſcquently that the offices of ſuch Biſhops and of Presby- 
ters were diſtinguiſhed, even then when the names were confoun- 
ded . Theſc are the concluſions, and what are they, but as walles 
- whoſe foundation is layde in the ſande , and dawbed with intem- 
pered morter; and therefore how yn ſoever in ſhew, yer can 
they neyther long ſtand, nor yeild any firme habitation , for our 
- dioceſan P:elates to lodge in. 
; It hath binalready (hewed, that (in the judgement of ſome of 5.q 14 
the Doors owne witneſſes ) Epaphrodirus and others calted the © © 
. Apoſtles(or Meſlengers)of the Churches , were Evangeliſts rather 
then properly Biſhops ; now to make the probability of this point 
the more apparant , I here render ro Mr Doctor, and the indiffe- 
rent reader theſe conſiderations. Firſt, touching Epaphroditusz 
his imployment in traveile ro and fro, agreeth berter to the fun 
Rion of an Evangeliſt then of a Biſhop. 2. and it ſeemerh he was 
ſent rather for an mterias, till Timotheus might be ſpared ro come 
unto them ( Phil. 2. 19. 25. ) then to make perpernuall reſidence > 
there, 3. Morcover there is ſmall likelihood, the cheefe care and 
overſight of that Church and.their affaires, was comirted to him 
by the Apoſtle;ſeing he preferrethTimothy therein before him; for 
of him he faith, verſ. 20. 22. / have no win bhe minded that Will natu« 
rally care for your matters &c. But ye krow the proofs of him &c. bim they. 
" fore } hope to ſend &c.which words doe caſt more diſgrace upon Epa- 
phroditus if he were their Biſhop then all the ritles of commenda- 
tion given him (verſe 25.) can wipe away. For what praiſe can it 
be ro a Biſhop, ro be laborious in other places , and faithfull inb- 
ther ſervic:s, when in a naturall care for the affaires of his owne 
. Church, he ſuffceth others to goe b. fore him, and ſtriveth nor to 
excell them? 4. Againe, in this epiſtle ſent (as the DoRor ſaith) 
by Epaphrodicus, it is plaine; he fingleth out one, whom (though 
he name not,yet)he honoureth with the tirle of a naturall or faith- 


. thoſe weomen, which laboured with the Apoſtte in the goſpel, bue 
Clement alſo, and the reſt ot his fellow-labourers, If fo much had 
. bene fayd for the (ingular preheminence of Epaphroditus, the D. 
doubtleſſe would have made his beſt adyantage of it: wherfore me 
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thinkes, it ſhould move him, to make a Quere, why the Apoliles 
ſhould thus ſingle out an other, if the cheite care of that 'whole 
Church, and the overſight of all Biſhops or Miniſters , that there 
laboured in the Goſpel), were the ſtanding right and (ingular pre- 
rogative of Epaphroditus. And rill the Do&or hath yeilded tome 
ſtronger probabilities for his aſlertion,then are yer ſcenc; I nothing 
doubr, bur the indifterenc reader, will ſce and acknowledge, that 
from the text it ſelfe, we have more reaſon to denie , then he hath 
to give to Epaphrodirus the ſingular ſuperiority of a dioceſan Bi- 
ſhop, in the Church of Philippi . Secondly concerning thoſe bre- 
thren, that were ſent with Titus tothe Corinthians; ſince the prin- 
cipall ende of their Embaſlage , was to ſtirre up thoſe of Corinthe 
to make ready their benevolence for the poore Saintes at leruſa- 
lem (2, Cor. 8. 6.24. & 9.3.5.) it is notlikely, that the Apoſtle 
Paul would be the author, or approver, of applying in this ſervice 
any, that were affixed as Biſhops, to the ſetled charge of particular 
Churches; eſpecially ſcing there was at that time, ſtore of others 
that accompanied the Apolile in his traveiles; and might better þe 
ſpared, as having no ſetled imployment in any one place. Moreo- 
ver, it may be probable (if not neceſſarily)gathered, from the A- 
poltles deſcription of thoſe men;that they were Evangeliſtes, rather 
then Biſhops. Of the one he ſaith (2. Cor. 8. 18. 15.) bu praiſes 
in the goſpell, throwg bout all the ( burches, and not that onely but he Was cbo» 
ſen alſo of the Churcbe to be ( ſunecdemos bemoon ) our fellow- traveiler, or 
companion in our journey &c. And of the other (verl, 22.) we have of- 
rentimes proved bm to be diligent (or careful) m many thinges ee. But 
there is not one word, that intimateth any bande, whereby they 
were tied tothe fetled charge,of any particular Church or Church- 
es; much leſs can it be gathered from the Scriptures, that they had 
the ſingular prehemincnce of dioceſan Biſhops. Wherefore leaving 
the DoGtorto his mediration upon theſe confiderationslet us pre- 
cced to ſome other particulars, urged by him, to juſttye the title 
Of his 3. chapter, viz. that the eApoitles themſelves ordeyned Biſhops. 


Chapt. 5. Sbewing that the ſappoſed Biſhopprick.of the «Apoſtle James, 
4 not ſupported, but contraditted by the ſcriptures which the Dots. 
alleadgeth. Aud mainteynmg the Refuter; reaſons produced to prove, 
that he receyved not the «piſcopall power or funttion by any oramatio, 
from bu ſelloweeApoſtler. banded by the D. (ſerw. p4e- 62. che, 
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. poſtles & 72 diſciples &c. ) doe hold the epiſcopall funRid to be 
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He DoR. — a is thus CE ed pag.65. ofhis ſer- Set. 1. 2d 
mon, T be Apoitles themſelves ordeyned Biſhopt, and commured the <2P-3- lect. 

Churches nts thens T herefore the ep1ſcopall funttion u _ queſtion)of ** P*v 47. 

Apeſtolicall inſtitution, Firſt, touching the conſequence; becauſe #* 

the Refurer (ayd, it was too nere a nezghbour to the provimg of idems per = 

dim, vnleſſe by ordination we underſtand the degutng of perſons to that 

Church; azd by inſtitution, the appointing of the calling i: ſelf: rhe Dot. 

thinketh he did him wrong, to think he would commir ſo groſle a 

fault, as to prove the ſame, by the ſame; ſeing he could not bur 

diſcerne, that heargueth from the ordination of the per fons, to the inſti 

tution of the funftion. But had not the nefurer ( trow ye reaſon to 

doubt of the Doors meaning? doth he not (ſerm. pag. 92. )take 

both theſe aſſcrtions for one and the ſame? viz. that the epiſcopall 

funRion is of divine inſtitution, and that Biſhops were ordeyned 

of God. Forif they be not one, inthe D. apprehenſion; how (hall 

the direR proofe of the latter, be a dire& proof of the former? Bur 

fince he now teſtifieth that he argueth trom the ordination to the 

inſtitution ; I will ſo vnderſtand him, In that which followerh I can- 

not but commend his honeſt and plaine dealing; for beholding an 

overſight in the Ref (when in this ſenſe, he acknowledgeth the 

conſequence to be good ) he himſelf vndertaketh to lay open the 

weaknes of it, and confeſſeth freely thatajuſt exception may be 

taken againlt ir, viz.char though the Apoſtles ordeyned the perſos, 

yer Chriſt inſticuted the funRion; for that is the judgment of ma- 

ny of the Fathers; and among the reſt of Cyprian, who (Lib.3.cp. 

9. Yaith, that our L. himſelf ordeyned Apoſtles, that is to ſay, Bi- 

ſhops. Whereto I ſay, that we are bcholding ro the Do&. that 

tzacheth us to impugne his owne argument and now, ſince(by his 

owne confeſsion) the conſequence is not good, he muſt be behold- 

ing to us if we permit it to paſſe without check;for in deed,it is 2 

Cleare caſe, that the ordination of perſons, cannor prove the fun- 

Eton ir ſelf to be inſtituted of them, that give the perſons their 

ordination. And here by the way , the reader may {cc how lightly 

the D.cſteemeth the judgment of the Fathers in this very queſtion 

wherin he rclicth moſt up6 their ceſtimonie. For if al thoſ: Fathers 

(which affirm the Bys ro be the Apoſtles ſucceſſors;&that the rwo 

degrees of Bps or Presbyters, doc anſwer to the degrees of the A- 
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; Chriſts owne ordinance; ( as here he confeſſeth ) and if they thar 
thus teach be ſo many , {o ancient, vnſuſpe&t-d and approved; thee 

it cannot be denied , but the calling and ſuperiority of Biſhops, togither with 

the 1feriour degree of Preſoyters, is of Chrifts owe inftiturion ( as he con- 

cluderh lib. 3. p- 32.)how cometh it to paſſe, that the DoQor hath 

Th: DoR. the forchead co deny it , and co mainteyne ſo ſtifly as he doth; thar 


* contradict- the epiſcopall funQion was inſtirured by the Apoſtles? Thinketh 


eth him- 


[of he to ſalre this difference by ſaying as he doth that of this matter 


he will not contend ; when as yet he contendeth very carneſtly to 
make good his aſſertion ? yea he boaſterh (lib. 3. pag. 24.) that 
he hath wirh ſuch evidznce demoſtrated the calling of Biſhops de- 
ſcribed in his ſermon to be of Apoſtolicall inſtitution; as he is wel 
aſſured,his Refuter with all his partakers,will never be able ſound- 
ly & ſubſtacially ro confure. Perhaps his beſt evidece is yet behind; 
for hitherto we have ſcene nothing that carrieth any ſuch weight 
with it, that the Refuter ſhould neede to call for any help of his 
partakers to remove it; 1: ns therefore attend on the proofs of his 
Antecedenr, which he vnderraketh ro cfteR, by thewing the twne When, 
the places Where, and the perſons whome, the eApoſiles ord. yned Biſhops. 
Seft.z, ad Concerning the time, the Do&or purteth adifference, berween 
ſet. 2. p2, the Church at Jeruſalem and the reſt . For there, becauſe ſhortly after 
49.59 Chriſts paſſion, agreat nomber were converted to the faith; and 
becauſc it was the Mother-Church,vnto which the Chriſtians from 
all partes, were afterwards to have recourſe: the Apoſtles, before 
their diſperſion, (ſtatins pſt paſſionem Domini ) ordeyned Iames the 
juſt Biſhop of ſeruſalem. From whence the Refuter gathered this 
grgumer, [ames the juſt was ordeyned Biſhop of Ieruſale, ſtraight- 
wayes after Chriſts paſſion, Ergo the Apoſtles ordeyned Biſhops 
and comitted the Churches to rhem. H:reat the DoQor is diſplea- 
ſ:d, becauſe one part ofhis argumentation is culled our from the. 
reſt; for his argument (as he ſaith ) is an induRion Randing thus, 
T be e Apoſtles ordeyned Biſhops at ernſalems and in other Churches (which 
afrerwards he doth particularly enumerate ) T berefore they ordeyued 
Biſhops . He addeth, thar, he proveth they ordeyned Biſhops at. leruſalens, 
bec auſe they ordeyned [£on the vuſt , and Symon the ſonne of ("leophas , Bi- 
(bops of Feruſalem;)the former he proverh here, the other afterwards 
according to the order of the time , 

If the D. meaning (when he penned his ſermon) was to argue, 
& hc ow ſaith,no mervcile , if his Refuter fayled in diſcerning his 


Ang- 
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Analyſis , his geneſis being ſo diſordered and confuſed . For rhe 
explayning and proving the former 'antecedenr, he propoſeth (as 
appeareth in this ſe&. & ferm, p.65) theſe three things to be ſhew- 
ed, 1, the time when. 2. the places where. 3. the perſons whom 
the Apoſtles ordeyned Biſhops, He beginneth with the time, when 
the firſt Biſhop was ordeyned; and withall declarerh the place and 
rſon: Afterwards he ſhewerh jointly the places where, and the 
erſons whom the Apoſtlcs ordeyned Biſhops, Now hetelleth us, 
bis whole reaſoning 1s one induRion, which ſtandeth in an enu- 
meration of places or Churches. And the enumeration of the 
rſons is made a proſylilogiſme, to juſtify that which is affir- 
med for the places, As tor the diſcourſe of the time, it hath 
no place at all in his argumentatiG;unleſle it be to give the Biſhops 
of ſeruſalem their due place. For in order of time Evodias at An- 
tioch , Linus at Rome, and Mark at Alexandria had poſſeſſion of 
their Biſhopricks before Timothy was placed at Ephetas; iftheD, 
be not deceived in his computation, that he delivereth. ſcrm:pag. 
78, Thus we ſce what a Crypricall diſputer Mr D. is; bis argumen- 
rations are as Oracles,or rather riddles. that require an other Oc- 
dipus(rather then ſuch an one as his refur: is)to diſcover the right 
order of diſpoſing thE.For who(befides himſelf )would have found 
out the Medius terminus which he hath aſſigned; & diſtinguiſhed 
his firſt probatio,tro che enſuing proſyllogiſm,ſo as he hath done. 
Bur let us ſee how he juſtityerh the parts of his later enumera- 
tion , wherein he coupleth togither , the perſons with the places, 
Firſt rouching /ame ( whom he affirmeth ro be the firſt Biſhop of 
Icruſalem crdeyned by the Apofttes , very ſhortly after the Lordes 
paſſiong)before he prove the truth of his aſſerrion, he yeelderh two 
reaſons, why that Church had a Biſhop,aſſigned unto ir, log before 
any other Charch. 1. becauſea great number,were within a ſhort 
time converted tothe faith. 2. becauſe it was the Morther-Church; 
unto which the Chriſtians from all partes were atterwards to have 
recourſe , Touching the former, I grant, the number was greater 
then can be ſhewed in any other Church, within (0 ſkort atime;bur 
that this was any reaſon tro move the Apoſtles, to ordeyne them a 
Biſhop,the DoRors bare word in affirming it; 1s too bare a proofe, 
to perſwade us to enterteyne it; eſpecially, ſe:ng he will nor allowe 
a Biſhop ro ſuch Churches , as in number doe excced the converts 
at Ieruſalem, when James in his conceit was ordeyaed their Super: 
F 3 incendent, 
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intendent. For there are (as he knoweth well enongh)in ſome one 
of our pariſhes ar this day above twice yea thrice 5000. Moreover, 
if this number were any motive tothe Apoſtles to give them a Bi- 
hop; then the time of [ames his ordination was after their con- 
verſion, and not ( as elſwhere he faith ) imediately after Chriſts 


' paſſion . Now — the later; I conſeſlc alſo, that Teruſalem 


was the Mother-church, from which (in ſome reſpe&) all other 
Churches ſprung.For the word of the Lord went vut fro Ieruſalem 
(16.2.3) & that by Chriſts own appointme,(Luc.24.47) and from 
thence, the light of the goſpel! ſpread over all the world by the 
Miniſtery of the Apoſtles, & others,which before the diſperſion of 
that Church were members thereof . AR. 8. 1.4.5. & 11.19.20, 
& cap. 1. 8. Neyther deny we,but that many Chriſtians,upon ſpe- 
ciall occaſions had recourſe thither . ( AR. 11. 29. and15. 2.15. 
25. 27, ) bat that the Chriſtians of any other Church ( as Samaria 
or Czſarea &c) were bound to make repaire thither , as unto their 
Mother -church; ro whoſe juriſdiQion they were ſubjcR,as childre 
to their Mother, there is no (yllable of ſcripture to perſwade;much 
leſſe to belceve , that the Chriſtians of all parts, were afterwards to 
have recourſe to Icruſalem as the Mother-church. For this afſerti, 
on, hath noevidence, eyther of Scripture or ancient Father, to 
countenance it; let them therefore belceve it that iſt; we owe the 
Do&. no ſuch obedience. Bur ſay, there were a truth in this, which 
he aſſumeth without proof; how ſhall it ſtand for a reaſon,to move 
the Apoſtles , to commit the care of this Church, unto a Dioceſan 
Biſhop? Why ſhould it not rather be a reaſon there toereR the Sea, 
of an Occumenicall or vniverſall Pope ? If by the Chriſtans of all 
rts, he meane, of all other Churches in the world;as it ſeemeth 

e doth , ſince afterwardes he calleth that Church, the Mother 
Church of Chriſtendome, ( pag. 60. of this def. ) for why ſhould 
any of the daughter churches, be exempted from the obedience of 
their Mother , when others ( yea the cldeſt , if any at all ) remayn- 
ned under her government? Burt if he will limit his ſpeach to the 
Chriſtians of that one nation (the charge whereof, he ſaith was aſ- 
ſigned to Iames, pag. 52. ) it muſt be the Sea ( if of a Biſhop then ) 


of anationall,and nor of a Dioceſan Prelate . For if the Church of 


Jeruſalem was never a pariſh, becauſe it was intended, that as the 
ople of the cntic and country were all under one high -pricſt, ſo) 


gil che Chriſtians of ci.ic and country, ſhould be under the Biſhop 
. of 
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of [cruſalem; (as the DoRor argueth lib. 2. pag. $9 ) then, for the 
ſame reaſon, neyther was that Church a Diocele,or a province;but 
a nationall Church , as was the church, over which the High-preiſt 
was ſer, underthe law . Laſtly, to grant aſmuch as in any <quitie 
can be dsmaded, viz.that partly in regard of the multitude ot new 
converted Chriſtians; mw partly for the great recourſe thither, of 
unbelceving [ewes (as well as of beleevers Jour of all partes ; it was 
meet that ſome one of the Apoſtles, ſhould there abide to feed the 
converted flock, and to labour the converſion of others : howe 
can this argue a neceſlirie, of giving this Apoſtle a new ordination 
to the office of a Biſhop in that place ? bur of this more hereafter. 


4 


His teſtimonies are to be examined, whereby he proveth that ,q 4 
James was ordeyned Bilhop of Ieruſalem by the Apoſtles , He be- a. _ 


girmeth with Terome; and to make him the more gracious, with 2, 


the Diſciplinarians, he ſaith, it is that Ierome, on whoſe onely au- 
thoritic almoſt they rely in this cauſc; the like words he hath p.61 
following, and lid. 3. pag. 45. and 58; butthisis , (1 ſay not, «l- 
wo## but) altogither a malicious ſlander. For he is not ignorant, 
that his refuter every where calleth for proofes from the * _—_ , 
as others have done before him, & that his teſtimonic is then one- 
ly regarded of them, when he hath the ſcripture to juſtify that he 
affirmeth . But it well appeareth by his citing Ierome ſo oft in his 
ſermon ( 40. times at leaſt, well nigh twice as oft as he alleadgeth 
any other ) that he relyeth very much on his authoritie . To him 
here he addeth Euſcbius, Epiphanius, & ſome others; whoſe teſti- 
monie in his conceit, ſhould Lffice to perſwade for ſuch a matter, 
as this now in queſtion, But his Refuters exception is juſt , ſach « 
oynt all of the Apoſiles in the beginning of the Church (as the ordeyning of 
fam to the eprſcopsll charge of Jeru/alems ) how ſhou'd it be proved but by rhe 
ſeriptare ? and who could | teftyfy it , then the Evangebſs Luke , who 
Wrote the hiſtorie of their ales > 7f then be bath net recorded it, it #s a ſtrong 
preſumption, be was never Biſhop there. The Dot. replycth ſaying , as 
though the Apoſtles did nothing , but what is recorded in the 
ARes; and as though we ſhould deny credit to the anciemeſt wruers of ſach 
a be of beft credit , reporting With one conſent a matter of fatt not regiſtred in 
the ates. As for the antiquity and credit of his witneſſes, I overpaſs 
that conſideration to ſe. 15, &c. Iam here to advertiſe the Rea- 
der,the poverty of the DoRors ſupply here brought, toreleeve the 
weaknes of his argument, For ualcſlc he can make ſure and certein 
| F3 proofe 
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Proof of this (among other partes of his induQtion) that $. Iames 
was ordeyned by the Apoſtles Biſhop of Ieruſalem; how ſhall he jus 
ſtfy his concluſion before ſer down , to wit, that the epiſcopal fun« 
&jon is withour queſtion of apoſolical! inſtcution ? And howe 
ſhall cerreine and ſure proofe of Iames his ordination to the Bi. 
ſhoprick of leruſalem be made from ſuch witneſſes , as the Doctor 
hath produced? Are not the canonicall writings of the newe reſts. 
ment , (penned pzrtly by the Apoſtles , and partly by Evangeliſts, 
which were their companions ) beſt able to teſtify , what fun&ion 
Iames and other faithtull ſervants of Chrilt did beare and exerciſe, 
in the Churches, that injoycd their preſence? We find many things 
recorded by Luke , concerning the Miniſterie of Paul and Barna- 
bas , Philip and others, by whoſe labours the kingdome of Chriſt 
was inlarged. Ats9.15.27.& 13: 2.3. & 14. 14. & 15. 22.31, 
& 8.5.40. &, 24. 8.) Neyther are the ſcriptures filent couching 
James and his imployment at Ieruſalem, (AR. 1.13. & 15.13. & 
21.18.Gal.1.9.&2.9) why then ſhoald this ordinatio of Iames 20 
the fun&on and charge ofa Biſhop in that Church,be wholly bu. 
ried in filence , if it had bene the joynt-a&t of the Apoſtles , before 
their diſperſion , and an at of that moment, wherein they gave 
the firft preſident of a new funRion of greateſt uſe & highelt place, 
for all churches in ſucceeding ages? Was it not as worthy & more 
neceſlaric to be recorded, then the firſt inſtitution of the Deacons 
office. AC, 6+ 2. 6? Have we not cauſe then to hold it for a ftrong 
preſumption, that lames never had any ſuch ordination ; ſeing 
there are no footſteps of it, in the Apoſtolical writings ? and ſeing 
the Doors dcten{e is ſo light, as it iss mark itI pray; firſt, he 
2>kerh wherhcr the Apoſtles did nothing but what 1s recorded in 
the Acs;a triyolous queſtion. No man denyeth,that as Chriſt cid 
many things which are nor written , ( Toh. 20, 30. & 21. 25) (oal- 
ſo did his Apoſtles , but-will he argue thus , They did ſomething 
not recorded im the ſcriptures , Ergo, they did this, now in quelti- 
on? How doth the DoR. forget himſelfe, thus to open ſo wide a 
gore unto the Papiſts, to bring in all their ſuperſtitions under the 
name of vnwritten traditions? Can he give us any one inſtance, of _ 
an Apoftolicall ordinace(or of any Apoſtolike a16,of like momer 
and neceflarie uſe for all Churches) that 1s not mentioned in their 
writings ; neyther can be proved otherwiſe , then by the ſtories & 
gad writings of the Fathers? Fe 
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And this may ſcrve for an{were alſo unto his ſecond queſtion, 
whether we ſhould deny credit to the ancienteſt- Fathers &c. re- 
porcing with one conſent a matter of fa,nor regiſtred in the as? 
In ſome matters of fa , credit is not to be denicd to their report 
( as that Iames che Iuit was martyred at lerufal-m; and that Mark 
the Evangeliſt preached the goſpel at Alexandria)but there are ma- 
ny martrers of ta&,teſtified by many-#ncients (and thoſe of the belt 
credit as the D. (peaketh)which notwithſtiding, many worthy me 
(nothing inferior to the Door) eſteem worthy of no credit. I wil 
inſtance only in Peters Biſhoprick firſt arAntioch & then at Rome, 
which is contended for , not onely by Papiſts, but alſo by ſome 
zealous defenders of ourPrelacie;let the reſtimonies be wel weigh- 
ed, which are brought for the maintenance of Peters epiſcopall 
chaire in both Churches (Rome eſpecially) even by B.ſhop Bilſon 
(perper. govern. pag. 327. 262 . and 264 ) and they wilbe fond ro 
be neyther in number nor in credit, inferiour to thoſe that the D, 
all:adgeth for Iames his Biſhoprick ar Ieruſale: yer as many other 
men of ſingular learning & pietie doe deny credit to their report: 
ſorthe Door alſo,(as one nothing moved , eyther with the au- 
thoritie of thoſe fathers , or wich the judgement of his great Mr 
that gave him ſo good (atiſtaRion in the ſtudying of this contro- 
verſy ) utterly ſecludeth the Apoſtle Peter, from the office of a Bi- 
ſhop, in any of thoſe Churches , as we may ſce , ſcrm. pag. $1.82. 
and in the 7. (e&ion of cap. 3. def. 


If che DoRor ſhall ſay, he hath reaſon to beleeve the teſtimony $24, g, 


of the Fathers for the one, and to denie credit ynto them in the 0. 
ther, know he, that we haue reaſon alſo to withdrawe approbat'on 
from this which he allowerh.Bur firſt liſten we to the rea'ons that 
ſzay him in this queſtion. Although ( /arth he) the afte of making Jame 
Biſhop be not ſux downe in the «Alte, yet the tori» (3 Frak;th of bu contmu- 
ance at feruſalens ( As .15 . & 21. )of his afſift ance of preſpyters, 5 of his 
Preſidencie 44 th ut (ouncill Where Peter and Panl were preſent ; that it may 
appear, their teſtimony u true ,Cagreable 19 the ſcriptures, who have reported 
his to be Biſhop there. To tie ſame purpoſe, afterwards ( ſe&.g. pag. 
G1, )he (ſaith. That th: ſame ſcriptures ( topic her With Gal. 1. & 2. )dve 


ſhrew lamses bis continuance at Jeruſale, as the Suverintendent of that Church, 


wot for « ſhort time, but for the ſpace of 30. yearer, even t0 hi death).-nd al(s 
Plainly prove that be was Biſhop of Jeruſalem. Thus he ſaith, and thus , it 
(cemeth,his meaning is (© argue. Y 
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T he ſcriptures which ſhewve, that {emer continued at Jeruſalem as tha 
Superintendent of that ('burch, from (riſts paſſion to bus owne death, ave alſs 


playnly prove that he Was the Biſhop thereof: 


But his continuance at feruſalem for (6 lowg Face as Superintendent of 
that Church, u teftified, Af. 15. & 21. & Gal. 1. 

T berefore , the ſame ſcriptures doe playnly prove, that fames Was the Bi. 
ſhop of feru(ale, And conſequently thesr _—_ 1 true, & agreable to the 
ſcriptures who have reported him to be Biſhop there | 

A Superintendent and a Biſhvp(according to the naturall con- 
ſtruction of the words in their originall ) is all one; & both of the 
ina generall —_— may very well be applied to that preſi. 
dencie & over ight , which every Apoſtle, or Evangeliſt, had in eve« 
ry Church tor the time of their aboad there. For, who had the ſu- 
perintendency or goveramer (or,it you will,the epiſcopall charge) 
of the Church at Corinthe, for that ſpace ofa yeare & (ix monthes, 
which Paul ſpent there in preaching of the word among them; or 
of the Charch at Epheſus , during the ſpace of. 3. yeares, wherein 
he ceaſed not to warne every one night and day, and to teach them 
both publikely and from houſe to houſe, Atts. 18.8. 11, and 20, 

17. 20. 31- But as this ſuperintendencie, proveth not S. Paul to 
have been the Biſhop, eytherof Corinthe, or Epheſus ( in the fun- 
&ion of a dioceſan or provinciall Biſhop) ſo neyther doth the like 
ſupcrintendencie in lames at :Ieruſalem , argue him ,; to have the 
fun&ion of a dioceſan Biſhop, or Archbiſhop although it could be 
proyed,that he continued in ſuch a SuperintendEcie there, for that 
whole ſpace of yeares before mencioned, For it is not the continu- 
ance of 3. or 30. yeares, that diſtinguiſheth the funRion of a Bi- 
ſhop from an Apoſtle: but an ordination and aſfignement, to the 
perperuall charge of one particular Church. The propoſition ther- 
fore of the Doors argumentis not true; vnlcſſe, he limiteth the 
ſuperintendencie, whereof he ſpeakzth vnto this ſenſc; to wit, that 
James was the Superintendent of that Church of Jeruſalem, in the 
ſpeciall fun&tion of adioceſan Biſhop. Bur then his aflumption is 
falſe; not onely in regard of ſuch an epilcopal! tuperintendencie; 
bur alſo in reſpe& of that length of time,which he aſcribeth to him 
therein : for the ſcriptures alleadged by him doc nor prove,cither 


$A. 6.24 11;« one or the other, 


ſe&.6.p-$ 
& lect. J 


pag.60. 


For, ( to weigh the places firſt ſeverally & then jointly ) what 
ſuperintendencie,other then Apoſtulicall,can the DoRor diſcerne 
in 


LS - 
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in Galath, 1? $, Paul thereteſtifieth that imediately upon his c6- 
verſion, he grent not up to Ieruſalem, to them that were Apoſtles 
before him; but 3, yeares after he went up thither to ſee Peter; and 
found there no other of the Apoſtles , ſave Iames the L. brother. 
verſ. 17. 18, 19. beholde here a manifeſt approbation of his A- 
poltolicall function,for he equally honoureth him, and Peter with 
the name ofApoſtle-;burt of any epiſcopall ſuperintendencie,where- 
in he ſhould differ from Peter, there is (altum filentium) no inck- 
ling at all) nay rather, ofthe two, there realuning is more pro- 
bable, which give preheminence yato Peter; becauſe Paul went up 
to Icruſalem of purpoſe, ro viſit (not lames, but)Perer, and abode 
with him 15,daies. 2. As for Gal. 2.he that peruſerth the text may 
verie well think, the Do&.had necde ro have \ kill in Alchymiltrie, 
as well as in Divinitic, if he vndertake from thence to extra for S. 
James an epiſcopall ſuperintendencie , at Ieruſalem , yer beholde 
how he (pag. 56.) atrempteth it in this manner; James, Peter, and 
John g xve the right band of fellowſh:p to Paul and Bernabas , that themſelves 
Would be for the circumciſuorcy. Gal. 2. 9. And for aſmutb as Peter & lohan 
traveiled to other partes , James alweiſe abidiwg at JernſalemLs it is more then 
probuble, that the Church of lurie Was peculiarly afſigned unto bim,, Burt 
how proveth he, that Iames did alwayes abide at Icruſalem, when 
the reſt traveyled abroade? doth ir appeare in Gal. 2. that any ſuch 
agreement, was made betwene him and them? no, (he ſaith) ir « 
very probable that ſo it Was; but there is no likelihood, that Iames was 
forbidden to goe out of Icruſalem ; (cing the reſt were not debar- 
red from returning thither. 1bur it is moore then probable that the Church 
of [uric Was peculiarly aſſigned to him. ; ſeing Peter 5 fobn traveiled mto 0- 
ther pertes. By the Church of Turie he meaneth (as I ſuppoſe) all the 
Churches in Iudea, ( mencioned Gal. 1.22. & 1. Thefl, 2. 14.) 
and perhaps the reſt that were in Galile and Samaria ( Acts.9.32.) 
for who fitter then he ro have the overſight of theſe Churches alſo. 
Now I grant that inthcir abſence anU during his aboade in thoſe. 
coalts; it is probable, he yndertook the care of choſe Churches; like 
as Peter had the cheife overſight of the Iewes, that were ſcattered 
throughout Pontus,Galatia,Cappadocia &c. (1.Pert.1. 1.) during 
the time of his ſtay in thoſe partes. Bur as Peter remeined ſtill the 
Apoſtle of the Circumciſion, & became not properly their Biſhop. 
(which the DoRor acknowledgeth pag. 57.& 97.) ſo neither doth 
it followe that Iames, had any epiſcopall ( but rather onely an A- 
poltolicall } Superintendencie over the og of Turic. L. 
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paſſe we forwardes, the Do&or addeth, it is wat for nothing that both 
nn Atts. 15. be is noted as preſident , or chefe in that (ouncel, «nd m Gal. 2, 
g. Paul ipeakog of ſuch Apoſtles, as were ct feruſalem, be giveth the prece- 
dence, to Jame: before Peter and lobn, T graunt that James was Prefi. 
dent in that Councell held at Icruſalem,A&s 15. and that he hath 
a prioritic in nomination before Peter and Iohn. Gal. 2. 9. ney 
ther are thcſethings recorded for nothing,bur for our learning al- 
well as all other parts of holy writt. Rom. 15. 4- But will the Do&, 
be pleaſed to Giſcover vnto us the depth of thar learning, which he 
findeth to lie hid in theſe places?yea he hath done it. ſerm.pag.68.. 
and Dcf. pag. 60. next following;In rhe former he ſaith, It appea- 
reth As. 15. that Iames after his ele&ion to the Biſhoprick, was 
ſuperior (though not in degree yer )in order, vnto the reſt of the 
Apoſiles, when & whiles they were at Ieruſalem. Andin the later, 
he quoteth, Acts. 15. & Gal, 2. to ſhew, that becauſe he was ſer 0- 
ver the Mother-church of Chriſt:ndome, tro be the Apoſtle or Bi- 
ſhop of thar people, which had ſundry prerogatives above al other 
natios) in reſpeQ of that place, he had precedence before the other 
Apoltles. In which words there are ſomeclearerruthes which muſt 
be divided from other more doubtfull pointes. Ofthe former ſort 
(not to mention againe, the preſidence & priority before acknow- 
Kkdged inS. Iames)we account theſe particulars. 1. that the Iewes 
had in former ages many prerogatives above all other nations; 2. 
that the church of Ieruſalem was in ſome reſpeR(as is before ſhew- 
edſce&, 3.) the Mother-church of Chriſtendome. 3. that Tames 
was an Apoſtle principally ro the lJewes. 4. and that among the 
Iewes, thoſe of Teruſalem,2nd the country round abour, did more 
ſpecially belong vnto his overſight, whiles Perer and fohn( who 
were alſo Apoltles, for the Circumciſion Gal. 2. g. ) were im- 
ployed in other places. 5. laſtly,that during his preſidency (in the 
Councell Acts 15. ) he was ({yperiour in order, þntnotin degree, 
ynto the reſt of the Apoſtles. Burt among things more doubtfull, 
beſides the queſtion it ſclfe of Iames his ele&ion or aſſignement 
to the fun&ion of a Biſhop at Tceruſalem) Ireckon theſe poſitions, 
1. that a prefidencie in honour, or preheminence in order (ſuch as * 
he ſpeakerh of ) is intimated by S.Paul,in ſerting lames before Pe- 
tcr and Tohn.Gal.2. 2. that this precedence is there given him,in 
reſpe& of his epiſcopall m_ at Ieruſalem. 3. and that inthe 
fame reſpeR, he had the preſidencicin the councell AR. 15. 4 ot 
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he was alwayes ( after the time of his ſuppoſed eleQion to his Bi- 
ſhoprick) ſuperiour in order to the reſt of the Apoltles, when and 

whiles they remayned at leruſalem. 5. that this continuance of 
that ſuperioririe in him , appeareth AR, 15, 6. And that this ſu- 
pcriority or precedence, did growe from the prerogatives , which 

that Church and people had above others. To theſe particulars, if 

the DuRor will have us to give our free aſſent; he mult firſt inform 

us, by what authoritie (or conſequence of realon)he is ledd to ap- 

prehend a truth in every of them; and remove the probabiliues, 

which doe incline our judgments to the contrary, 


For touching Gal, 2. are not the wordes of the Apoſtle (ver. 7. $c&. 7, 


$. ) affirming, that the goſpel of the uncircumciſion was commit- 
ted unto Peter ) much more plaine for his preheminence above 
James and Iohn in the Apoſtleſhip of the Iewes , then the naming 
of [ames before them ( verl. 9g. can be ) for his primacie above all 
his fellowe-Apoſtles. Is it not then , much more frivolous and ri- 
diculous in the Door toextraGt for Iames a preheminence in ho- 
nour above Peter , and the reſt of the Apoſtles, from thar ſlender 
prioritie which Paul giveth him in naming him firſt; then it is in 
Bellarmine to a(cribe vnto Peter a preheminent dignitic above the 
reſt, becauſe heis uſua!ly named in the firlt place 2 Why therfore 
ſhould nor that dit up the Doors mouth, that hath dammed up 
Bcllarmines? ) Sidrac inter adoleſcentes qui un ignem cometh ſunt, primus 
numeratur z neque tamen Sidrac focys ſus prefuit . Sutchf. de Pont. lib. 2. p. 
105. Quando multi nominantur , neceſſe eſt aliquem prumum nommary (5 c. 
Graviſſime Eraſmus (eAnnot. m Math. 10,) ex ordine recenſjonis , non ef= 
ficaciter intelligutur quis ca ſit preferendas. Whit. de pont.p.271.' Adde we 
herevnto that which is of all obſerved in their anſwere to Bellarm, 
viz . that one order of names is not alwayes kept . Peter which is 
firſt placed, Mat. 10. 2. Marc. 3-16. Luc. 16. 14+ AR. 1. 13. is 
ſet in the laſt place. 1, Cor. 1.12, & 3.22. &9. 5. And James 
here firſt named , ( being one of the Lords brethren ) cometh after 
the greater part of the Apollles. t. Cor. 9. 5. when he ſaith, the 0- 
ther Apoſtles and brethren of the Lord & Cephas. Leviſſimuns igi- 
$isr argumentum hoc ordunis oft, ( as «Mr Whit. ſatth, prg. 27 4. 

2, And if no preheminence can ſoundly be conveyed to Iames 
from this precedence in nomination; ts not the D. ſtrangely delu- 
ded when he taketh ir for a ſur: rruth , that the Apoſtle intended, 
{by naming him ia the ful place) to teach us, not onely that he 
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hadap 2tive of honor above the reſt of the Apoſtles; bur al. 
ſo that the ſame did ariſe from his cpiſcopall charge at Teruſalem? 
for is there any one word in the whole epiſtle , that giveth the leaſt 
yntimation , of any ſuch difference berweene him & Peter & Tohn, 
as the Door fancieth, when he maketh him properly a Biſhop fax 
ſome; and them Apoſtles for others of the circuracition? Doth it 
not rather appeare (by the right hands of fellowfhip &c. mencio- 
ned verſe 9. ) that Iames exercifed among the Iewes the ſame (and 
no other) Miniſtery, that Peter and Tohn did; and that they joynt- 
ly were Apoſtles for the Iewes; like as Paul and Barnabas were for 
the Genriles? 

3. And here by the way obſerve,that this diſtribution of perſons 
or places where theſe were, (after this agreement ) co exerciſe their 
Apoſtolicall fun&ion ,* bred no in<qualitic, or diſparitic betwixt 
them , in precedence or honour, For if the ancient prerogatives of 
the lewes , gave avy preferment to their Apoſtles above thoſe , 
whom God wrought among the Genriles ( as the Do. ſuppoſeth) 
then Paul was in this reſpe& 1nferiour to the other; Bur the whole 
ſcope of his reaſoning , tendeth to mainteyne the contrarie; viz. 
thar as elſwhere he faith, he was (meden bafterckenes) in nothing in« 
ferjour tothe very cheife Apoſtles . 2. Cor. 11. 5. & 12. 13, Now 
if the prerogatives of the Iewes in generall,gave not to Perer( who 
had the Apoſtleſhip of the circumciſion) any preheminence above 
Paul,the Apoftle & Teacher of the Gentiles:how ſhould Peter be- 
come inferior unto Tames, by reaſon of any preheminence, which 
the Church at Ierufalem, might challenge above other Chriſtian 
Churches? 

Now concerning AG.15.as1 freely acknowledge, lames his pre- 
fidencie to be probably gathered from the texr , becauſe he con- 
cludeth the diſputation , and the definitive ſentence of the whole 
Afſemblic . verſ. 19. 20. & 28, 29.) foI can by no meanes allowe 
this preſidencie to growe unto him, as his right in regard of his e- 
piſcopall charge in that Church , much leſfe can we rake the prefi- 


 dencie for a ſufficient proofe of his Biſhoprick there ; —_ the 


DoRor ſhould rell us tentimes, thar it proveth it. For whar ſtrings 
can knit the joyntes of this argument togither ? James was prefi- 
dent or Moderator in the Synode at Icraſalem. AR. 15. Therfore 
he was the Biſhop of that Church. , Was S. Paul the Biſhop of F- 
phclus , becaulc as Biſhop Batloy ſaith in his ſermon nA 20, 
38, pag.2, 
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23.pag. 2 he ſate as preſident in the Convocation, when the Cler- 

ic of Epheſus,were by his call,come togither? Or was Peter Iames 
Fi predeceſſor in the B:ſhopruck of leruſalem, becauſe he was pre= 
fident in the choiſe of Matthias, co ſucceed in the roome of Judas 
AR. 1.15? Surgit Petrua non Jacobus , it is Cui preſidentia diſeipylorion.s 
sJmnſſa eras . Orcumentus 18 EA. 1. 13, Loquitur fane primm [Anquams 


Antiſtes ec, Whit. de pout. pag. 248. 
2. But to come to that which he ſaith doth appeare AR. 15. 


. viz. that lame after his eleftion to the Biſhoprick,, ws ſuperior i order ro 


the reſt of the eApoſilss, When and Wwhiles they Were at, ferwſalem. ) Mayl 
aske, with what eyes be diſcerned in that text, the appearance of 
this which he affirmeth 2 In the Embaffage which was ſent from 
Antioch to Icruſalem,was there any ſpecial reſpe& had vnto James 
above the reſt of rhe Apoltles? Or in their interteynment, is there 
any intimation, of any ſingular a& performed by him, that might 
any way argue any ſuch preheminence in him? Doth nor the text 
rather , (in the whole tenour thereof) import the contrary? For, 
to whom were Paul and Barnabas ſent? to the Apoſiles and Elders 
ſaith the text, AR. 15. 2. to whom did they deliver their Embaſ- 
Gage ? tothe Apoliles and Elders and whole Church , which rece- 
ved thern, ſaith the text. verſe 4. who ſummoned the Aſſembly,or 
appointed the time, or place of their meeting ? did Iames? the text 
ith not ſo; all the record is, that the 4 and Elders came 
togither , to conſider of the matrer . ver{. 6, There is nolikeli- 
hood therfore,that Iames had any ſtanding prehemience among 
the Apoſtles, before his preſidencie in this Synode. And what 
—_—_— can he produce fro this rext,or any parr of the whote 
orice to ſhewe that he remayned ſuperiour unto his fellowe Apo» 
Ales, after that meeting was ended? nota ſyMable out of any text. 
Wherefore in urging this place to prove, a continued ſuperioritie 
in order over the reſt of the Apoſtles; ſcing he is as one, who ſeek- 


eth to fetch water nor fyer, out of a pumiſh ſtone, he difcovereth The DoR. 
hisextreame povertic in this caſe: And (which is worſe) mjuriouſ- ex pumice 
ly maketh the Holy Ghoft the authour of his owne fond conceits, 29u2m po- 
3. For is it not afooliſhconceir (to ſpeak noworſe of it)to imagin 3" 


that the funRion or charge of a Biſhop, caſt upon Iames, being an 
Apoſtle could give him more honour , then he received of Chri 

by his Apoſtolicall office? Doth not this overturne thar difference 
ef diguitix and degree , which God hath fer in his Church,among 
Gs the 


Sed. 9. 
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the Miniſters of his word and ſacraments, giving the firſt and high. 
eſt place ( 1. Cor. 12. 28. Ephef. 4. 11. ) unto his Apoſtles; and 
ſubj:&ing unto them all other fun&ions, aſwell of Biſhops and Pa- 
ſtors or Teachers, as Prophets and Evangeliſts ? And doth it not 
ſtrongly ſavour of their madnes , (ſee Do&. Reynolds conference 
with Harrt, cap. 2. diviſ. 3. pag. 119. & cap. 3. divil. 1. pag- 126) 
who acknowledging the Apoſtles to be all equal] in the power & 
honour of the Apoltleſhip; doe yet aſcribe unto Peter a prehemi. 
nence above the reſt , in regard of paltorall or epiſcopal juriſdifis 
on? 

But to proceed on to the laſt place, AR.21.18.&c. what'is there 
in it to be found, that can give the DoRor any releife? when Paul 
came to Icruſalem and went in unto Iames, he found the Elders 
preſent with him, verſe 18. he ſaluted, ( not Iames alone, but) all 
thar were preſent; and declared what things God had wrought a- 
mong the Gentiles by his Miniſterie. verſ, 19. & apon the hearing 
thereof , they all glorified God, and ſayd, Thou ſeeſt brother,how 
many thowſands of Iewes there are which beleeve &c.ver.20--25, 
From hence the DoR. rightly colle&eth (1 grant) that Iames had 
the aſliſtance of the presbyters ( as he ſaith pag. 52.) in that coun» 
ſell and advice, which was given to Paul for the purifying of him- 
ſelf and ſhaving of his head &c. verſ. 23. 24. But if he ſhall pro- 
ceed from this aſſiſtance of Presbyters , to mferre that therefore 
James was their Dioccſan Biſhop: Firſt I wil make ſo bold as to de- 
ny the conſequence;for why ſhould not lames his Apoſtolicall fun- 
Eion inablc him, to hold a preſidencie, or cheifc place amongſt 
the Presbyrers of leruſalem,during the time ot his aboad there?we 
heard before , that Pauls preſidencie, in the aſſembly of the Elders 
of Epheſus, AR. 20. 17. &c, did not make him their Dioceſan Bi- 
ſhop. Who doubteth (ſe [unius his Animadverfſ, in Bellarm.C6t. 
3. lib. 1. cap. 8. not. 25.) but that whereſoever any Apoſtle or E- 
yangeliſt made ſtay for a time ; there he was acknowledged, (inre- 
gard of his {ingular gifts , and for the prerogative of his calling & 
authoritic) worthy to haue the overſight or preſidencie,beforethe 
reſt of his fellow-labourers? The prefidencie therfore which Iames 
had in the aſſembly of Elders art Ieruſalem, proverh not, that he 
was their dioceſan Bithop, in office or preheminence like to one of 
ours. 2. Nay rather, we may (upon better grounds )conclude the 
contrary; for it is cleare , by the words ot the text atoreſayd,thar 

| James 
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* at Icruſalem,as the ſuperintendent of that Church for the ſpace of 
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James n:ither ſpake nor did any thing in that afſembly,of his own 

hcad , or by his ſole authoritie. The Elders were joyntly intereſſed 

wich him, both in receiving fr6 Paul, the report of things wrought 

by his Miniſteriez and in giving him advice, howe to remove the 
oftence, which the belecving lewes had conceived againſt him.Bur 

it is otherwiſe with our Biſhops ; in their Dioceſan government. 

They have no ſuch aſliſtance of Elders, by whoſe advice and afſent 

their ſentEces are ratifi:d :neither doe they conſult with the re&ors 

of their pariſhes , for the orderjng of any eccleſiaſticall cauſes ; bur { 
impoſe their command on them ro execure their decrees. S.lames 
therfore, (though he were anApolſtle yer)exerciſed not that preemi 

ner authoritie over the presbyrers at Ieruſale, which our diocef.Pre- 

lates doe over their presbyters; and conſequently, he was not a Di- 
oceſan Biſhop, in funRion & preheminent ſuperioritic like to one ' 


of ours. 

Thas the Reader may fee by the ſpeciall viewe taken of the pla- _ T0, 2d 
ces, which the DoRor alleadgeth for the epiſcopall ſuperintenden- _ _ 
cie of Iames,over the presbyrers and Church art Ieruſals; that there * EE 
is no warrant from the ſcripture,to convey to him any ſuch fun&i- _ 
on. Now tolay them togither , let us try if they will affoard him 
any better proofe, for that 3o. yeares continuance, which he giveth 
unto fames, in his Superintendencie of that Church . When Paul 
went to Teruſalem 3. yeares after his converſion, to viſite Peter, 
there he found lames the Lords brother , Gal. 1. 18. 19. he was 
preſent alſo and Preſident in the Councell held at Teruſalem. AR. 
t5.(which was the very time that he mencioneth Gal, 2, 1. as ma- 
ny divines of beſt note doe judge .) Againe at Pauls laſt comming 
ro Ieruſalem, AR. 21. (abourtthe yeare of Chriſt 56. and 7.yeares 
before Tames his death ) he was there found among the Elders of 
that Church . Iri a word therefore , this is all that thoſe ſcriptures 
doe teſtify for the Door z viz. thatin 30, yeares ſpace Paul com- 
ming 2.0r 4.times to Ieruſalem,found Iames the. brother there. 

Is he not then ſtrangely beſotred with prejudice,that can perſwade 
himſelfe , that theſe ſcriptures doe ſhewe his continual! reſidence 


30. yeares, that is, from Chriſts paſſion till his owne dying day? 
What hindreth , (ſave onely a prejudiciall conceir,of his ſuppoſed 
Biſhoprick there ) but he might think ; that (like as Paul and Pe- 
ter did , ſoalſo) Iames might ſpend many yeaxes in other _ 
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and yer have reconrſe thirher, ( as they alſo had) ſo long as 
the lewiſh policic remayned in force ? Was he not ordeyned 
of Chriſt to the office of an Apoſtle , aſwell as the reſt , with 
an ample commiſſion and charge , #9 goe forth into all the Worlde, 
beginning at {eruſalom & (6 proceeding throug hout all Judea and Samaria, 
and unto the vemoſt partes of the earth cc? Mark. 16.15. Math. 28. 19, 
Luke 24-47.& AQs. 1.8, and doth not Mark teſtity of all withour 
exception (verl. 20.) that (as Chriſt had commaunded them, ſo) 
they wen torth and preached every where? I, but the DoGor will 
here perhaps, urge that(which he hath alleadged ſeQ.4. p. 51.52.) 
though our Saviour bad bis eApoitles to goe into all the world, yet his mea» 
wg Was not that every one ſhould traverſe the vkole world , for great incon- 
pemence diſorder and confuſion would have (ollowed thereef . T herefore the 
eApoitles by the darettwon of the Hely Gho#t, before their diſperſion from [ee 
ruſalem,, droided the Wworlde among themſelves mſuch ſort , that one beinge 
eng 10 one part and another to an other every man Walked Within his ovne 
compaſſe, and d1d not uſually build vpen the foundation of an other &+c. 2. (or, 
10.13---16.N ow 45 they Werg caefull to provide for other partes of the Worlds 
ſo would they not all forſake lewrie and Jeruſalem. , but aſſigne one of their 
company to take charge thereof, who though he were an «Apoſtle yet berg aſ- 


ſigned to the peculiar church of one nation, myght not vnfitly be called ( 44 be 


Was in deed ) the Biſhop therof, eAnd hence us 12, that although the Apeit las 
Were commaunded io goe imo all the worlde , yet James Ftayed at Feruſalons 
vntill bus death . Loc here the Doors wordes, bur doe ye nor ſee, 
thar his concluſion weakneth the credit of S. Markes teſtimony,in 
like ſort , as he doth elfwhere (pag. 116.) one ſpeach of Icromes, 
viz. that vntull fattions aroſe in the Church(which occalioned the bring- 
ing in of Biſhops)the Churches were governed by the comon councell of preſe 
byters. This, (aith he , « vntrue, in reſpelt of the Church of [eruſalen.; 
Which had lames for ber Biſhop , before any Preſbyters Were there ordeyned,, — 
So albeit S. Mark faith, that the Apoſtles went forth (as Chriſt - 
commaunded them ) and preached every where : yet the DoRor © 
Gith in cffee, Itis vatrue, inreſpeR of Iames, for though he li- 
ved, 30. yeares afrer Chriſt , yet he went not forth to preach a- 
b , bur ſtayed art leruſalem vnrtill his death . But whether Ie- - 
rome doe contradict himſelfe or not,(for how trulic the Door ſo 
ſuppoſeth, we are not now to examine: )his teſtimony is too weak 

roexempt lames from partaking with thereſt, in that which 

Mack aftrmeth of all without exception, And it is no o—_—_ 
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both to Tames & to his fellow- Apoſtles; ro make them all guilty of 
tranſgreſſing Chriſts command, the one in negleRing, & the other 
in procuring the neglc& of the Apoſtolike funQio,m the principall 
work thereof: to wit, in traveyling ro make diſciples, and to con- 


ſtiture Churches among ſuch as had nor yet received the faith. 


Trueitis, that every one was not to traverſe the whole world; 
this was not impoſed on every une of the Apoſiles ſeycrally bur on 
all joyntly: and thcy were by the ſpirit of God dirc&ted where to 
imploy their labours. Notwithſtanding, it is no true viſion but a 
deceipiful dreame of the Doors owne hart, tro imagin, that the 
Apoltlcs before their diſperſion fro lerufalem, by the holy Ghoſts 
diceRion, divided the world among themſelves,as it were 1nto. 12+ 
provinces, or rather Patriarch-ſhipps in ſuch ſort that none entred 
mtothe line or circuit of an other. For had this been ſo, then Pe- 
ter was too blame, to (tay at Ieruſalem with Iames, when the reſt 
were gone into other parts, Gal. 1. 18. 19, and to make ſo many 
yeares reſidence as he did in Iudea, Ats.19.3 2-43 & 10. 23-48. 
and 11,2, and 12.3, 2. And by whatright could Paul attempt 
the planting of rheGoſpel in ſo many countries,&ſo tar diſtitone 
fro an other,as he didz(A&.26.18.& 11.25.26. 13.2. with 14. 
26.&chapters following) if all the world had ben divided vnto the 
12. before their departure from Ieruſalen1?z. Or why ſhould Paul 
& Barnabas be joyned in one comiſſion, as joynt traveilers in the 
{ame line, (AR. 13. 2.) ifall the reſt had a ſeverall circuit, allotted 
tocach a part ? 4. Againe , doth not that agreement, Gal. 2. 9. 
(when a diſtribution, nor of Countries, but of people (lewes and 
Gentiles )was made berwene Paul and Barnabas; and thoſe 3. pil- 
lars Iames, Peter, and Iohn) argue very probablie, that there was 
noſuch diſtribution of the vniverſall world into ſeverall partes(as 
the DoRor imagineth ) formerly ratified by the holy Ghoſt? 


—_$. Laſtly it is apparant,that Paul, ( for the coaſt into which he tra- 


valled) had not his whole compaſſe allotted him at once, but was 
guided by ſpeciall dircRion from one place to an other . AR. 13. 
2.4. & 16.6. '-10. &18.9.11- & 19.21. And as in hisown at- 


"fe&ion, he alwayes ſtrived to preach the goſpell, where Chriſt was 


not named , leaſt he ſhould build upon an other mans foundarion 
(Rom: 15, 19, 20. ) ſo he had fromtime, to time, the meaſure of 
his line, diſtributed unto him of God. 2. Corinth. 10. 13, 
'Whercfore as 1 freely acknowledge , that = one walked _—— 
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the compaſſe of his owne meaſure allotted to him by God : fo I 
flatly deny , chat there was any ſuch generall diviſion of rhe world, 

at once, And concerning lames,though(for the reaſons be- 
fore nained ) I perſvade my feife, he ſpent not all his dayes in le- 
ruſalem z yer I graunt he had as good warrant, forthe ſtay,which 
he made there, and the recourſe he had thither , as any the rcſt of 
the Ap »ſtles had , for their traveile into more remote parts of the' 
world : to wit, the dire&ion of the holy Ghott, and nor an aflign« 
ment from his fcllow-Apoſtles onely. But as the direRion or aſ- 
fignemenc which Paul had, to publiſh the goſpell in Macedonia, 
or at Corinthe (AR: 16. 10. & 18, 9. ) made him not the Biſhop 
of choſc people , or countries ; neyther did Peters portion of the 
Iewes dilperſcd throughout Pontus,G.latia,Capadocia &c, 7. Per. 
z. 1. ) argue him to be their Biſhop : {oin like manner, though I 
ſhould g:aunt, that Iames his circuite was for the moſt part (or al- 
togithcr if che D, will) incloſ-d within the countries of Iudca,Ga- 
like and Samaria:yct this limicacion doth nor prove him to be, the 
provinciall or nationall Biſhop of thoſe Churches . The D. chere- 
fore buildcth upon that weak and ſandy foundation of his own(or 
orher mens ) fancie, in aftirining , tha, be might be fitly called , and 
Was i": deed the Biſhop of that, one nation . 

And he is noleſſe deceived, in avouching, that the charge of chat 
one ("hurch or nation, , vas peculiarly allotted ono bm, imediutely after 
Chriſts paſſion ; or at leaft about the tume of their generall differſion from e= 
ru/alens : For, beſides thar, theſe two cannot ſtand togither, (there 
being a good ſpace of time betwixt them, (as may are AQ 1, 
14.and 9, 27.and 11,1. and 12, 2, 3-) he that diligently obſer- 
veth the tenour of S. Lukes ſtorie, touching the ſtate and govern» 
ment of the Church at Ieruſale m ſhall meer with many preſumpri- 
ons, which ſtronglic argue,that for many yeares af:cr Chriſts pa(- 
fron Iames had no ſuch prerogative; eyther of ſuperioriie in or» 
der , above his feilowe- Apoliles ; or of Superintendencie over tHe 
presbyters and people of that Church , as is thought ro be annex- 
ed ro his epiſcopall fun&ion, 

The firſt a& of note after Chriſtes aſcenſion , was the choyſe of 
Matthias into the roome of Judas; wherein the text ſheweth, that 
Peter ſtood up in the middeſt of the Diſciples and propoſed the 
matter to the Aſ'mblie, Acts. 1. 15. 26, whence as the Fathers 

(Chryſoltome & Occumen: in Acts 1, ) doe gather, ſo our owne 


wricrs 


wt. 


”  %, EE Re” 


Part 2» D, D ownames defence &rc. Lib. n* 


writers doe acknowledge , that Peter and not ſames had the preſi- 
dencie (Whitak: de Ponr. pa. 288. Chamier de Occum: pont. p. 
431. Reynold Cont. cap. 4. Diviſ.1.) 2. Inlike manner, on the 
day of Pentecolt , after they had all reccired the Holy Ghoſteq 
Peter ſtanding with the eleven , lifced up his voice, (ARs. 2. 14.) 
and as the mouth of all, anſwered for all (ſee Chryſoft: Oecum: & 
Marlorat: on the place) ro wype away that infainous ſlander of 
drunkenneſſe wherewith they wereall charged . At which time he 
alſo pourcd forth thoſe gracious words of reprehenſion and exhore 
ration, which gayncd in that day 3000 ſoules tro God, AR. 2. 22-- 
41. 3. Withina whileafcer, he taking a new occaſion to preach 
(AR. 3. 12. ) bad ſuch ſuccefſe, that many of his hearersimbra- 
ced the faith, (cap.4-4.) And this he did, when Ilohn was in com- 
panie with him, (cap. 3-1. 4. 11.) like as afterwards , when they 
both ſtood as priſoners, before the rulers ot the Iewes; he ſo clear- 
ly maynreined their innocencie, that they were both ſer arlibertie 
(cap.4.8.21, 4+ Likewiſe, when the Apoſtles were (all at once) 
brought into queſtion, for their preaching Chriſt; Peter ( as the 
prolocutor or cheife-ſpeaker) maketh the apologie for himſclfe 8& 
the reſt. (cap. 5-18. 27. 29.) $5. Moreover, when Ananias & Sa- 
phyra kept back part of the price of the poſſeſſion (old, and layd 
downe the remaynder at the Apoſtles feer;their lying and diſſimu- 
lation , was diſcovered, and puniſhed, not by Iaines ,burt by Peter: 
for at his word, they both fell downe dead,to the great terrour of 
all chat heard the report thereof ( cap. 5. 3-- 10. ) If therefore 
this corporall puniſhment ſtood then in place ot excommunicati- 
on(as ſome affirme. See D. Dove, Def of Church-govern.pag.21.) 
it will follow that(as before in preaching;(o here alſo)in cenſuring 
of off:nders, web is deemed one principall part of epiſcopal prehe- 
minece)Perer as yctcarieda greater ({troke,the Iames or any other 
the Apoſtles,in che Church ar leruſalem. 6. Yea he was had in fo 
high eſtimari6,or rather admiratio among che malticule, for ma- 
ny other miracles wrought by h:s hal, yt they broughr their flick, 
& layd chem down in the ſtreetes, thar at leaſt, his (had w when he 
paſſ-d by aoghe ſhadox ſome of chem. cap. 5.15. 7- Adde here- 
unto hisr- fidence ar Ieri:{a'emn, fo well knowne abroad, tha: Paul 
ycares .ftcr his conver (ſion, came thither of purpoſe to vidice Pe= 
ter, and found hi-n there, G1). 1.17.19. and thongh after chis,he 
ſpcn. ſome time in other parcs uf Iudea, a» at Luids, loppa & Cee 
H 3 laica, 
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farca, in every place winning many to the faich (cap. 9. 32. 35. 42. 
& 10. 24. 44-) yet he returned back to Ieruſalem (cap. 11. 2.)and 
nor long atcer , was there caſt into priſon, cap. 12. 3. 5. Neyther 
did this drive him (after his dcliverice thereout) wholly to forſake 
Jeruſalem: for though for a time he went into an other place(cap, 
12. 17. ) yet repaired he thither againe; and was there, before the 
Synode that determined that controverſy mentioned chapr. 15. 7, 
Wherfore until this time(which was about 18.yeares after Chriſtg 
—_— ſce D. Whitak. de pont. pag. 345 ) it any of the Apoltles 
any ſtanding preheminence above the relt,cyther in the order. 

ing of their meetings, or in the government of rhe Church of Ieru- 
falem ; we haue better warrant to give it unto Peter; then the Do, 
can alleadge for Iames or any other. So that if we ſhould take ( as 
the D. doth ) this ſuperioritic or ſuperintendencie for a ſufficient 
proofe of an epiſcopall funion; wee might hence inferre that Pe. 
ter had it (and not Iames) ar lealt for 12. yeares aftcr Chriſts paſſi- 
fion, (ſee DoR. Whirak. vbi ſupra pag. 341) that is,till the ſecond 
yeare of Claudius the Emperour. But I purpoſe not to infurce any 
ſuch concluſion; it ſhall ſuffice from the former premiſles to con- 
clude, that S. Lukes ſtorie contradiceth their teſtimonie , which 
report [ames to be ordeyned by the Apoſtles( Peter Iames&lohn) 
Biſhop of Icruſalem , imediately afcer Chriſts paſhon. For ir were 

abſurd to think, that Peter ſhould conſecrate him to the office of 

a Biſhop in that Church,and reteyne in his owne hands (for ſo ma- 

ny yeares after ſuch conſecration ) the cheefe power and pcehemi- 

nence,, that is ſuppoſed to belong to that funRion. Wherefore,as 

the Refuter had reaſon to except againſt the Doors evidence firſt 
alleadged, being altogither humane & not divine:{o I doubr not, 

but himſclfe will ſee, (if he wink not too hard) that he abuſeth the 

{criptures , which he cited to grace their teſtimonie on whom he 

principally relieth. 

$eR. 13.24 Bur to (paſſe forwards) let us now ſee what ſuccefſe the D, hath 
le&.4-pag+ in anſwering the reſt of the refuters exceptions. And firſt that ob. 
" xRid which bimſelfe ſerteth downe (. 4. p. 51. in this manner, 
?f the «Apoſtles ordeyned Tames Biſhop of feruſalem ; then they gove ban 

the ep1ſcopali power. But they gave hms no power , Which the Lord;bad 
not befire inveſted in his perſon , as an Apoitle. Therefore they did not or- 
deyne him Biſhop. With the DRors leave I will change the aſſump- 
tion , and diſtinguiſh it from the confirmation thereof , which - 
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eth more clexre in the Refuters owne wordes (anſw.p. 131.) The 
argument therefore muſt ſtand thus, 7f the Apoſtla ordeyned James 
Biſbop eruſalens, then they gave bins the epiſcopall power 0 But they gove 
bins not the epyſcopall power: Ergo , they did wet ordeyn bums Biſhop , The 
aſumprion as it now ſtandeth , is thus fortifiedz 
T he power of ordination and jur1ſlithion , was not govern to ame by the 
Apoſtle (for both were inveſted in his perſon, by the Lord himſelfy 
ſo as he bring an Apoſtle might uſe eyther of them freely as occa- 
fion was oftggd, wherever he became.) But the epiſcopall power (in 
the Doors underllanding, ſ.rm. pag. 32. 69. 73.) is the power of 
#rdj 1<1101 and juriſditvn, Ergo,the epiſcopall power Was not groen to James 
by the eApoſtla. Now what is the D. anſwer? 1 anſwer (ſaith he) 
dxftinftion. T be power of order , (if } may (6 terme it) James bad before, 
« theſe who «re Biſhops ſine tutuls : but the power of ur1ſarit1on Was comit- 
ted to bin,wh? he was deſigned Biſhop of Ieruſalz&e. The edge of this an- 
ſwere, is bent direRlly againſt the aſſumption of the Refuters ob. 
jcRion; and againſt rhe propoſition of the proſyllogiſm added for 
the confirmation thereof. Onely whereas the Refurer affirmeth, 
the power both of ordinatio & of juriſdito to be inveſted in the 
per on of Iaines by Chriſt, when he made him an Apoſtle (& ther- 
ore neyther of them given him , by his fellow-Apoſtles ) the Do: 
telleth us that Iames received fro Chriſt onely the power of order; 
but the power of juriſdiction was committed to him, when they 
deligned him the Biſhop of Ieruſalem. So, in ſtead of power of or- 
dioation & power of gutiſdiion, into which the Refuter diſtribu- 
ted all epiſcopall power ( and that according to the Doors own 
gireRion, as is before (hewed) he now yeeldeth us a new diſtribu. 


tion of epiſcopall power, into power of #rder and power of juriſ- Th*D. is 
«ftion ; and yet utterly filenceth both the difterence and the reaſon — 


of the change; which a man that loveth plaine dealing ſhould nor difeibank. 
have done z< ſpecially , when he hath ro deale with ſuch , as are of ons. 


a very ſhallow conceit; ( as he ſaith, lib, 3. pag. 193.) for though 
they may from henceforth reſt perſwaded , that he confoundeth 
not the power of order in Biſhops,with their power of ordination; 
(becauſe he maketh the later , but a part of the former, (lib. z. p. 
102, 105, ) yet they may ſtand in doubr,whether the power of ju- 
riſ{diction , which now he oppoſeth ro the power of order, be the 
very (am2,that before he diltinguiſh<d from the power of ordina- 
tioa, If the (ame; thea his aulwer is both falſe and abſurd , yea 
H ; COntra- 
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contratlited by himſelfe . For when he reduceth all epiſcopall 
power , wherein they exccll presbyters, unto the power of ordina- 
tion and the power of juriſd1ion; he carrierh the later uato pu. 
blick government , « froexterno , with authoritie over presbytery 
and people, both ro guide and dire& them as their rulers, and to 
cenſure and corre& them as their judge (ſerm.gag. 45--5t.) Now 
if lames had nothing te doe with this power , by vertue of his A- 
poſtleſhip how ſhould the reſt of the Apoſtles, which were not made 
Biſhops (as the DoRor avoucherh ſe&.7. pag. 58.) Save the ſame 
authority in this behalfe z whereſocver they came; that Iames had 
at Icruſalem: orTimoche at Epheſus? as tkeDoRor contelleth cap. 
N +96. 
7 Cs, how often doth he tell us, that this power of juriſdi&i- 
on, ( aſwcll as that other of ordination )was derived vnto Brhops 
from the Apoſtles, and that the Biſhops arc their ſucceflors in this 
wer of government?ſerm. pag. 45. 70. and'in this defence pal- 
tim.) yea he ſaith, That the Apoſtles each of them, reteyned this 
power in their owne hands, whiles they continued necre vnto, or 
meant not to be long from the Churches, which they had plan- 
ted; and for proote thereof, citeth , 2. Thef. 3. 14. & 1. Cor. 
5. (ferm. pag. 65. Def. pag. 63.) I aske therefore whence they 
had this power, which they reteyned in their own hids for a time, 
&comitted to orthers,whe it ſeemed good to theſclves? he cannot 
ſay they received it by any ſuch aſfignement to ſome particular 
church orChurches,as Iames is ſuppoſed to have to Ieruſals; ſcin 
he denieth them to be properlyBiſhops. And if be ſhall ſay that the 
r of goyernme or juriſdiction, was incloſed in thatApoſtolicall 
comiſſion , which they had from Chriſt (Mar. 18. 18.and 28, 19, 
Joh. 20. 23.and 21.15.16. Yisit not both falſe and abſurd, to 


_ deny that this power was inveſted in the perſon of lames when he 


was made an Apoſtle? Now,if(toavoyd theſe inconveniences) 
he ſhall acknowledge that he taketh juriſdiion in an other ſenſe; 
his market is utrerly marred; in aſmuch as he doth onely in ſhewe 
(ro delude his reader) impugne that which his refuter aftirmeth, 


whereas in deed he juſtifyeth him in his whole argument , For, if _ 


both choſe powers , of ordination and juniſdiftion wherein the D. 
placeth the power and ſuperioritie of the epiſcopall fur: Rionzwere 
given vnto lames by Chriſt; and neyther of them, by his f Howe. 
Apoltles,tht he received nor the office of a Bp.by theur _ "tis, 

ving 
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' rocks; he will fall into the gulf of an other errour,nolkſſcabſard, 
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Having thus freed the Refuters objeRion: fromthe force of the 5.6. , 

Do&Rors anſ{ver, the Reader is ro be advertiſed of theſe exrors, ſh-wing 6, 

which Mc DoGor hath broched therein, 1. that the Apoliles re- errors in 

ceived from Chriſt the power of order onely , and-not the power of the D. an» 

juriſdiction. 2. and therefore, by their Apolticſhip,, were but as ſer. 

Biſhops ſo rit«lo. For ſince the D. giveth vnto Lames ,in regard 

of his Apolileſtip received from Chriſt, none other power then 

that of order, which made him as aBiſhop ſore rnulohe mult acknow- 

ledge that the reſt of the Apolties , were alſo as Biſhops ſine) tirnls; 

and not indued by Chriſt, with thar power of juriſdiction, diſtin- 

guiſhed by him from rhe power of order; unleſſe, ro avoid theſe 


viz.that the Apoliles were not all equal in power by their Apoſto= 
licall fanRtion. Aud if it be fo as he (aith, that Iames had power 
of juriſdiction given him by his fellowe-Apoſtlesz when they de- 
figned him Biſhop of Ieruſalem it will follow from hence. 3. rhat 
the Apoliles gave him a power which themſelves had not: And 4. 
that thoſe Apoſtles which were not made Biſhops ( as lames was) 
never had that power of juriſdition,which he enjoyed. Yea 5.the 
epiſcopall charge which lames had at Icrufalem, gave him a pre- 
heminence above his fellow- Apoſtles ( not onely in ſupertoritic 
of order , while they remayned there; as before he affirmed ; bue 
alſo in power of jur:{dition. 6. And conſequently all other Bi- 
ordeyned by the Apoſtles, were in the like power ſuperior, 
to the very Apoſtles, as many as were not properly Biſhops. :; 
Theſe are the Doors abfurdities , and the very naming of them, 
1s ſatficient ro abate the edge, and weaken the force of his anſwer: 
yea (under corre&ion be it ſpoken) as it may well make him bluſh 
at the reading of h:s bragge (preface pag. 17. ) where he faith,in 
his conſcience he is perſwaded , that no one of his proofes in all 
his ſermonis diſproved, nor he convinced of any one untruth 
throughout the body thereof; ſo it may be a good motiveto him, 
no longer to ſtrike, againſt the power of the truth;ſerng the anſwer 
which he hath framed ro oppugne it.ts nor onely evill and abſurd; 
but (though perhaps againſt his will and meaning ) giveth wa 
unto it; for from his owne graunt,l thus argue to infringe that af. 
ſertion, which he laboureth to confirme. : 2 
I. Whoſoever is 0rdeyned the Biſhop of any Churchy he reces« 
th the power of Epiicopall order, from the handces har mn 
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him. -* 

But Iames received not the power of epiſcopall order from the 
handes ofthe Apoſtles. Ergo,ncither was he ordeyned by them 
the Biſhop of any Church. 

2. Againe, Whoſoever by his deſi r to the charge of any 
Church,recciveth onely the power of juriſdiQion; to execute there 
that power of order, which was before inveſted in his perſon; he re. 
cciveth no new funRion by that deſignment. 

But Iames the Apoſtle by his deſignement to the charge of the 

- Church at Icruſalem received ( in the DoRors opinion) onecly the 
wer of juriſdiction , to execute that power of order , which be. 
re was inveſted in his perſon. 

Therefore, he received no new funRion, by that deſignement. 
And conſequently , he was not ordeyned, to the funGion of a Bi- 
ſhop in that Church. 

To theſe arguments grounded on his owne anſwere, I add this 
that followeth , which the DoRor was willing not to (ce in the 
Refuters anſwere; 

3. Whoſoever by Chriſtes ordination received all Miniſterial 

r, with ample authority to execute the ſame 1n all places 
whereſoever he became;he _ did, nor could receive any new 
power(eyther of order or juriſdi&tio) by a deſignement to the over- 
Gghr or care of any particular Church. 

But Iames the Apollle by Chriſts ordination received all Minif 
teriall power, with ample authoritie to execute the ſame, in all pla- 
ces whereever he became. 

Ergo,he neyther did nor could receive any new power(eyther of 
order, or jurildi&ion) by his deſignment to the overſight, & care 
of a particular Church, ſuch as the Church ofTeruſalem. 

Thus leaving the DoRor to his belt thoughts for his rejoynder 
io this behalf, let us proceed to the next exception, 


. Chapt. 6. eAnſwering the Fathers alleadged by the Doftor for ]ama 
bus Biſhopprick Def. hb. 4. Chapt. ſeft, 4. pag. 52, 


Set. 1. ad FF He next exception concerneth the age or antiquitie of thoſe 

ef. 4.pa- Fathers, upon whoſe teſtimoney the DoRor buildeth his faith, 
52, & 1-&. for James his ordination to the office of a Biſhop in the Church of 
%- Pag+ 55» fexuſalem. The Refuter ( finding the ancicacclt of his witnefles 
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be Euſcivus,abour the yeare 320. &c.) d:maundeth(anſyer "I 
wither he had none of the Apoſtles Diſciples, which lived then to 
teſtifye his ordination? the Doctor ſtopperh his mouth, with-an 0- 
ther queſtion;what one of them whole writings areextant,he could 
have alleadged, whom he would not rejec as counterfeit? which 
is a plaine coafetſion, that in deed he hath none, that is worth the 
mentioning. For though he tell us, thar Clement the Diſciple of 
the Apoſtles; doth call lames the Biſhop of Biſhops, governing the 
Holy Church of the Hebrewes in Ieruſalem: yer (as if his conſci- 
ence tould him that his epiltle was bur a counterfeit ) he addeth, 
But ſuppoſe that none of the Diſciples of the Apoſtles , in thoſe 
fewe writings of theirs which be extant, had given teſtimoney ro 
this matter : were not the teſtimony of Egefſippus and Clement, 
who both lived in the very next age to the Apoſtles ) ſufficient? 
No verily, their credit is too weake (as ſhalbe ſeen ſeR. 17.) to 0+ 
verweigh the preſumprtions before alleadged , to ſhewe that Iames 
received no [ach ordination from the Apoſtles, as the Doct. Ktan- 
deth for . [t is therefore,bur his vaine bragge, eaſier to be rejeed 
then juſtifyed , to ſay as he doth, /t is nor ro be donbred , but that /ames 
bus bring Biſhop of leruſal:m,tvas a thing as notorious and 45 certeynly known 
among Chriſtuuns wn thoſe times; as there us no doubt made among 114 now that, 
D. Cranmer Was eArchbiſhop of Canter buritin K, Hahe 8. bis time; For 
is it not rather much to be doubted of; (eing that among all the 
writings that are extant , of Ignatius, Irenzus, Tertullian and fun- 
dry orhers in the firſt 300. yeares, the DoQtor cannor find any one 
teſtimonie bt for his purpoſe. Rem ado illuitrem nullum hebere auto- 
rem Gu ſecu's , aut ſecundi cc. portento ſimile eſt. Sic Chamierns de Sumo= 
ne. 'De Occum, pont. lib, 3. pag. 456- ſic £g0 ds lacobo, As for that 
counterfeyt Clement before named, he rather confurerh then con- 
firmeth the Doors aſſertion . For I may ſay ot the DoRor as he 
do:h ofthe Pope,how he can digeſt that lofty title Biſbop of Bxſhops, * 
(which Clement giveth unto Iames ) I knowe nor . For doth nor 
this ticle (uſually afcribed to him as the Door acknowledgerh)as 
ſtrongly argue him to be an univerfall Pope; as the mentiun of his 
governing the Church of the H.brewes, in Ternſalem, can con 
clude him , to be their Dioccſan Biſhop 3 And ſince he is ſayd, to 
govern net onely ſanttam Heb: «5runz eccleſtm Hitrofolymis ; ſed et enmes 
ecclefias, que vhique Der proc1dentia frvaate ſant; 18 projedic: had not 
forcktalled the DoRors heart, he would never haue for Mn” = 
- . Cr. 
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Refuter (as he doth pag. 55. ) ro colle& from thence, that he was 
no otherwiſe Biſhop of Icruſalem,( that is, not in any other fun&- 
on ) then over all other Churches . For, doth not che D, meaſure 
the meaning of this phraſe: by the line and levell of that large jurif- 
dition, which had no being in any Biſhop , for many hundred 
yercs after the Apoſtles, when he faith, that, theBiſh'p of Coftantinople 
> IT” 47 Patriarch,yet ras the Dwceſan Brſhop of Colt an uo» - 
ple alone; avd that, the Pope bimſelfe thoug o be clanne tc be unroer ſab Biſkop, 
yet is ipecially Biſhop of Rome? Yet as it he were hired to wreſt this te- 
timony our of their handes, that bend it againſt the Popes ſupre- 
macie; he telleth us, that in an cdirion of that epiltle of Clement 
publ:ſhed by Sichardus at Baſil. anno 1526 ) he readeth thus, Sed 
et omnibus cecleſys , which fignifyeth that Clemens defted bu epiſtle, 
mot to femes onely , bus alſo to all (*hurches. But this is to corrupt the 
text by a falſe tinger , for the tormer reading doth beſ} agree with 
the title before given to Iames , Bubop of Byhops. And it Clement 
had meant to joyne any others with Iames 1n the inſcription of his 
epiſtle , he would ( in all likelihood haue faid , ſ:d et omnibus e- 
pr{copis per omnes ecclefias &c. fo joyning to him the Biſhops of 
other Churches z rather then the Churches chemſelves. 
In the next place becauſe the DoRors witneſſes are all of chem 


minde of Biſhop Andrewes wordes,who in the like caſe ſaith(lerm. 
pag 34 preachcd at Hampton court 1606. ) They wrote _—— 
ſawe not , and 3 fr.umed matters accordiug to their one coneeits, and many 
times Were tainted With partiall bumors. And though he profeſſed, he 
would not take yupon him to ſpeake ſo hardly; yet the Door will 
needs have- his xeader beleeve, that the Refuter ſought to diſcredite 
all biſtoriens in generall by the mentioning of that, fieach, Theretore,to 
cs from all ſuſpition in this caſe, he ſaith; the 
woſf learned Biſhop, truely noted , what, might be obiefted againft the bift 0- 
rians of later tres, Bur if the DoRor uprightly weigh che intent & 
ſcope of that learned Biſhop; he may perhaps diſcerne, that Euſe- 
bius , (his ancienteſt witnes) is not without the compaſſe of thoſe 
ſtories, which he ſpeaketh of. And if he (in his learning ) judged | 
ir, tor that reaſon; more fafe torely,upon the authenticall recor 
of the Conncels & Fathers, that were eye and care-witneſſes of the 
thinges which he urgeth: had not the Refurer as good reaſon to 
deſire alſo to ſee Tames his ordination, juſtified by the teftimonie 
ot 5. Luke, or ſore other Apoſtolike man thar lived in that age? 
| 3, 044 
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2. But Euſebixa(as the D.ſuppoſeth)s free frov that imputurs 
munch more Hegeſippus & Clemens, And is not Ierom as free as any 


other? belike the Doctor hath him in ſuſpition; though he be,all #s 
all, in the evidence , that he producerh, as appeareth, ſcrm. pa.66, 
and 69. As for Euſebius, how free ſocver the DoRor judgeth him 
in this caſe, his teſtimonie ſtanding him in good ſtcad; [ ſuppoſe he 
wil not diſcharge him of that crime(of framing marrers to his own 
concerit)in applying that which Philo wrote of the Iewiſh Eſſces, ta 
Chriſtian Monks. lib. 2. Hiſt. ecclef; cap. 17. whereof the reader 
may ſee Reynodes and Harts Conf, cap. 8. divil, 2. pag. 488. and 
2, 
= Neither is it a cavill (as Mr D. in his quarrelling fpirite is 
pleaſed ro cenſure it)to (ay,that, thoſe Fath:r5(Enſeb.Jerom oe Viuds 
the name of Biſhop continued un the ſucceſſis of one P aftoy after a ws. 
gedof thoſe that, fir gm « Churches , accordiug to them that, lrued 
» their times. For if they ſpeake not improperly, ( which the DoR, 
will not admit, for then he muſt yeeld himſelf to have played the 
ſophiſter ) whatelſe ſhould move them to aſcribe unto Peter, the 
place of a Biſhop at Rome, and that for 25. yeares c6tinuance? (ſee 
Euſcb. in Chron. and Ierom de ſcript. ecclef. in Petro) ugnleſſe the 
Door had rather ſay of them , as one of great reading , doth of 
Euſcbius in this point,( D. Reynolds Cont. wich Hart. cap. 6. di- 
vil. 3. pag. 260- ) viz. that the ſame befecll them, which Thucidio 
des(Hilt.lib. 1.) ſaith of the o1d ſtories of theGrzciis.Men receive 
reports of thiags done before their time,from hand to hand, one 
fro an other aba/aniffor7) without examining&rrying of the:So (om 
through a deſire (as it 1s likely) of honouring the ſees of Antioche 
and Rome? , and hearing chat S. Peter had preached in them both, 
deviſed that he (ate 7. yeares in the one, and 25. in the other. Eu 
ſ:bius fel] upon ir , and wrore it in his Chronicle : but if he had 
trie4 it by the touchſtone of the ſcripture, he would have caſt it off 
as counterfcyr, Thus ſaith DoRor Reynolds of that matter; in 
like manner we may fay without any wrong to Euſcbius, (fince we 
bave before diſproved by good warrant from the ſcripture,that re- 
=_ of his , concerning Iafnes his continuance for 30. yeares the 
iſhop of Tcruſalem ) that his deſire ro maynify that See among 
others,made him alſo coo c-cdulous in countenancing thoſe {| 
ches of Egeſippus and Clemens,which by duc examination,might 
have bene found unworthy of any credie, | 
} » For 
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For what probabilitic is there in Egeſippus his tale(apud Euſeb, 
lib. 2. cap. 22.) concerning lames? that he was a Nazarite from 
his mothers wombe,and never drunk wine (to grace the tale, he 
ſhould have excepted the times of partaking in the ſacrament of 
the Lords ſupper.) Morcover , that he abliteyned from eating of 
ficlh, from ſhaving his head ; and from ——_— his body with 
oyle,who would not rake him by this deſcription,tor a patterne of 
Monkifh perfe&ion, rather then of the epiſcopall funion? ſpeci- 
ally ſcing it is added, he was wont to enter alone into the temple, 
and ſpent theredayly ſo much time in prayer, that his knees, Ca- 
meli in{tar, tuberculis contratis obduruerunr. Belike he forgat his 
Maiſters do&rine. Mat. 6. 6. Ioh. 4. 21.But the beſt is yet behind. 
Huic vni licebat in ſan&a ſan&orum ingredi &c, he only had liber. 
vic to enter into the moſt holy place ; for he uſed not any woollen 
garments; bur onely lynnen : if this be true, then as he joyned a 
Biſhoprick to his Apolileſhip;ſo he had the hizh-preiſthood vnited 
to his Biſhoprick ; ualeſſe we may think the uſe of lynnen garme:s$ 
to be a lawfull diſpenſation for any man that was no Preiſt, ro us. 
ſurp the high-preilts office in entring into the moſt holy place? 

2. Now to come unto Clemens, how fabulous (I might ſay 
blalphemous) is that which Euſebius ( lib. 2. cap. 1.) reporteth 
out of him, that, ('brift after his reſurrettion gave knowledge wito fames 
the iuft , te Tohn «nd Peter, and they delivered the ſame to the reſt of the «A 
poſtles? For this tale is flatt repugnant (as Do&or Reynolds obſer- 
ſeryeth. Conf, cap.3. diviſ. 2. p.163) to the word of truth: where- 
in we read that knowledge & the holy Ghoſt, was given by Chriſt 
to all the Apoliles joyntly. See we Luk. 24. 45-lohn. 14.26. and 
16, 13. AR. 2:4. and 4.31. 2. Moreover, i this fable, he con- 
tradicteth himſelfe (like as lyars arc wont to doe) forgetting what 
he had ſaid before; to wir, that it was an other Iames,& not lames 
the juſt, unto whom, rogither with Peter and Iohn, Chriſt gave pre- 
heminence above therelt of the Apoſties. 3. And fince wee are 
now in hand , with the reputation ef Clemens , and Egeſippus,the 
firſt reporters of lames his Biſhoprick , (from whom, cyther at the 
ficſt or ſec6d hand, the rcſt of the witneſſes have received their war- 
rant) it ſhall not be amiſſe, hither to drawe the examination,of the 
Doors defence ( pag. 60. ) of their credit, againſt the moderate 
cenſure of the R-fur: anſw. pag.133. HoW unſavorie a fFeach ((1ich 
hc) « #41 of Clemens (recorded by E uſebixa ( ib, 2. cap, 1.) that, Peter 
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Paneer an obn, Would not are 10 themſelves that, glorie ( to have the Bi- 
ſhopric kf feruſalem ) bis ce ames the ſult witoun? Why? was ita 
greater lorie thew Apoſtleſhnp ? or car. there be any lawful callmg m the 
A burch too high for them, Whom Chriit vouchſafeth to make his Apoſt ers 
yea cheeſt among the eApoſtle!? Such ſpeaches as this in the Fathers ave like 
black wenns in a faire body that bave more need of a cover for excuſe ; then of 
ſetting out for commendation. The like may be fayd of thoſe he calleth 

Authors Euſebins and Egeſippus, who alleadge 6 carnall arefett of 
the eApoſtles in preferring fames, and after bim Simon, to that Biſhoprick, 
becauſe they were our Savwars kiſmen according to the fleſh . For certain- 
ſy they had learned better of their Lord and Maiſter, teþen be preferred bis 
Fprritaall kz1dred before bus carnal ee. Ye have heard the Refuter, now 
liſten to Mr DoRor; and weigh the anſwer. 


T hus is he able ( ſaith be)as it were With a breath to blow away theſe wor- Seft.4.ad 
thy Authors cc. What is this bur a flanderous (coffe? for all men {©<t.S.p.60 


may ſce,the Refur: indeayoured toſalve their credit; as farre as the 
Jove of the truth, would permit him; neyther concealed he the rea- 
fons, that lead him ſo ro cenſure them as he did; yer as if he had 
yeelded no reaſon of his cenſur:, the DoRor askerh, why vnſavou- 
ry? & why carnall? and afſayeth , by reaſons of his owne , ro wype a- 
way thoſe imputations. 1. vas st not { ſaith he) a fpectall borrour for one 
among the Ap:ſtles, wnthout that, traveil: and Wandru.g wherevnto the reſt 
were [ubieft , to be ſet over the Mother Church of Chriſtendome; and t» be 
the Apoitle of that people xc. In the Apoltleſhip of the circumciſion 
Peter and Iohn were joyned with him, Gal. 2.9. and herein,if a- 
ny had preheminence or precedence before the reſt; it was Pzrer 
yerſe 7. But ſince by Iames his Apoſtleſhip of that people: the D. 
mean*th his ſuppoſed Biſhoprick at Icruſalem, I flatly deny, that 
this gave him,any precedence in honor before his fellow- Apoliles, 
And I have often ſhewed that the prerogatives of that Church and 
people,could not convey unto their Biſhop,any ſuch preheminece, 
(ſ{e&.7. and 8. necre tothe end of each)& that he afſumeth more 
then he can prove , inaffirming him to be wholly exerapted from 
that traveile which the reſt indure. See ſeR. 10, Inow adde, that 
his refidence at lerufalem,gave him onely ſome more caſe; bur not 
greater glorie; nay the leſſe, if Do&or Bilſons third interpretation 
of the Apoſtl:s words, 1. Tim, 5. 17. be (as he ſaith they are)c6- 
fonant to the words and intent of the Apoſie, viz. that thoſe Mi- 
niſters which labour in the word, that isto (ay , travcile to and fro- 
; Fg 0 
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to viſite and confirme the Churches,are in honour to be 
before reſident Paſtors. I might ask rhe Door, whether ir be the 
ter honour, to haue the commiſſion that the reverend Iudges 
ave, which traveile from one thire te an other to execute their of- 
fice ; or without ſuch traveile to be the Major of (ome one rowne 
 orcitie? Bur fince he urgerh the ſame reaſon for Iames, that Bel- 
larmin doth for Peter; he ſhall haue the ſame anſwere that Door 
Whirakers (de Pont. Rom. queſt. 2. ca. 9. {c&.10. pag. 255 )ycel- 
deth bim. Pack videtur mults honorificenrins fiuſſe munus . Latior 
enim Pauls provincia. Et ( brifti regnum erat brevi ludets auferendwn 6. 
By this tirac, I hope the Refuter,may have his diſcharge fro wron- 
ging Clemens, in 'aying his (| was vnſayoury. Yet is it much 
more unſavoury and ablurd;it that reading be received, which ma- 
ny excellent divines, doe appreve. Non ſibs vendicabat. primatua glo- 
r14mm , ſed Pacobum qui dicttar Inſtu:(epiſcopon apoſtoloon) epoſtolorum epiſe 
gopum [t atuerunt. challenge not to themſelves the gloric ot the 
primacie ; but choſe Iames the Iuſt, ro be the Biſhop of the Apo- 
ltles . Sce Calvin and Marlor. in AR. 15. 13- Cent, 2, col, 193, 
Catalog. teſt.verir.in fol. col.89. And if D Sutcliffe, a great freind 
of the prelacie be not deceived (de pontif. lib. 2. cap. 1. pag. 67.8 
68. this reading is to be preferred, Sed exemplaria ( ſarth he) et greca 
et latina habent Apoſtclorum;quibus potuss fidendum eſt , quam Pariſicnſibua 
ant Vaticents. Et contextus Enſeby pro nobis facit. Euſebio enim propeſitiens 
&r at , facobi preragativ as dicere preterea primate gloria ipſi tributa, main 
|; quam Vnius urbis epiſcopatum ſubinſmeut . But although the 
Dog. ive Iames a precedence in honour, and for order, above 
the reſt of the Apoſtles;and that in reſpeR of his Biſhoprick: yet he 
is loath (as it ſeemerh) ro allow him this title; the Biſhop of the « Apo. 
ſtles . Perhaps he conceiveth, that it had bene arrogancie to receive 
it, though offred unto him ; and char it would bave advanced bim 
ro an higher degree of Miniſterie, which he truely denieth to agree 
with him; ſcing there was none higher then the Apoſticſhip, But 
I would faine knowe , how he can deny him, an higher degree of 
Miniſterie , if chat precedence in honour , which he aſcribeth to 
him, above his fellow-Apoſtles,aroſe from an other funRion (that 
is his Biſhoprick)which he alone injoyed? for I hope, he will grane 
the funions of an Apoſtle & of a Biſhop, to be diftercar degrees. 
And I ſuppoſe he knoweth, that among differing degrees ( as Dea- 


£0as or Presbyters &c, ) wn AAA. oe 
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the higher degree,and not from the lower > But pi $,he drea» 
meth that Iames his Biſhoprick ar Ieruſalem(though a degree infe- 
riour to the Apoſtleſhip ) ter him notwithſtandinge in an higher 
place of honour above ot1er Apoſtles; even as at Rome the title of 
A Contec prochoues or Deacon given to a Biſhop ( thoughin it 
{1f, it be a degree inferiour to the epiſcopal funRion)doth yer ads 
yance himin dignity and honour above al} other Biſhops . But this 
dreame ſureth mach better with CardinaliBellarmin,then with D. 
D. profc (ſion, and fo Leave it . 


Touching the next impu: ation, the DoRor asketh, wherber they IP 


Were wot bound m re#þ i of that love and reverence which they did owe to 
Clniſt , to preferre hut neere kjnſmen according 10 the fleſh , being at, the leaſt 
equall wth arbers? and addeth , that it is certryne, thas James for bis ad- 
mirable piety was Wonder fully honowed, &c. Ofthis admirable piety, 
who doubteth?Burt wil trac prove him, to be every way equal in all 
ſpiritual graces? The Apoſtle Iohn hath this title given him in holy 
writ ; T be Diſciple whons leſws loved , Tohn 13.23. and 20. 2. & 21, 
20, 24. & fince the ground of his love was not kindred in the fl: ſh, 
ought we not to judge , it was ſome preheminence in true piety, or 
ſome orher ſpirituall grace? It is a comon ſaying and a true, ?nwvidia 
virtatis comes eft. Envic is the companion of vertue . Wherefo 
ſcing the envic and malice both of Herod, and the reſt of the lewes 
ſeazed upon that other James the brother of Iohn, A&. 12. 2. 3, 
that he became the firſt Martyr among the Apoſties ( as Steven 
was among the Deacons , Ages. 6, and 7.) is it not probable, 
that ſome preheminent grace occaſioned their malice to breake 
forth into ſuch extremitie?S. Peter,(who was ax the ſame time im- 
priſoned , like as he was before , cap. 4. 3. 8.) hath many titles of 
preheminence given him by the Fathers, which our owne divines 
(Surcl: de pont. lib.2. cap. 7. p. 123. Whit.de pont.queſt. 2.cap, 
17. {cR. 2. pag: 316. D. Reynolds Cont. cap. 5. divil. 3. p.224.) 
doe acknowledge to be in part , grounded upon an excellencie a- 
bove the reſt in yertuc and grace. For, Auguſtin ( de Bapt. cont. 
Donatiſt. lib. 2. cap. 2. ) ſaith , bis primacie tas con!Ficnous and prehe- 


' winent With excellent grece. And Euſebius ( lib. 2. cap. x3. ) calleth 


him, rebquoruvs omnuems Apoſtolorum, propter virtutis amphtudinem act- 
padre Wherfore,ifthe DoQors meaning be, to equall Iames, 


every wayes with his fcllow-Apoſtles , in all ſpirituall grace, that a- 
gorncth the funRion of a Miniſter of Chxiſizhe mult be behalding 
w his 
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to his Reader, totake it upon his owne word, for it will be hard to 
make good proote of it . But if he limit the equalitic he ſpeaketh 
of, ro the power of the Apoſtolike funRion (which is all the equa- 
lity that he can with realon maintein: ) he (hall ſhew himſclfe too 
abſurd to ayouch, that onely for kindred ſake ynto Chriſt; he was 
worthy to be preterred betore the reſt ; or that the Apoſtles were 
bound to be lead by this reſpe&, inthe diſtribution of ccclefiaſti- 
call honours. This 1s in deed carnall divinity, and ſuch as argrecth 
not with the do&rine of Chriſt and his Apoſtles. Mat. 12. 48. 50. 
lam. 2.1. A&.15. 9. 2. Cor. 5.16. and12. 5. 
it-mighr be asked, (if in reſpec of love and reverence to Chriſt 
the founder of the Church art Ieruſalem, it were necefiaric to pre- 
ferre one of his kindred to the Biſhoprick thereof, before the reſt, 
that were otherwiſe equall:) whether che like reſpe& ought not to 
haue place,in the choilc of ſuch as were to ſucceed any of the Apo. 
files in the Churches which were founded by them, and in ſuch as 
are at this day, to ſucceed men of {pecial reputation in any Church 
whatſoever ? For, S. Paul reſtifieth, of andoraiens and Iunia(Ro. 
16. 7. ) thatrhey were his kin{men and fellow-priſoners;&(which 
giveth rhem a ſingular note of preheminence above many others, 
they were ep:ſermot en tors apoltolews, famous or of ſpeciall note, among 
the Apoſtles, and before him, in Chriſt , Yet we never reade that 
they were preferred ro a Biſhoprick, in any of the Churches (which 
were many) that Pau! had founded , Is ir nota ſhrewd preſumpti- 
on, that he was ignorant of any iuch preſident, ſince he had no care 
to walk by the (ame rule? Againe,may I ask M.DoGor, why Iames 
was not, a{well before his election to his Biſhoprick as after; for the 
ſame reaſon honoured by his tellow-Apoſtles, with that precedece, 
which they gave him, when they made hima Biſhop?To conclude, 
ifany ſuch primacie of honour abore the reſt of the Apoſtles, ac- 
companied Iames his ordination,to that ſuppoſed Biſhoprickzwhy 
ſhould it not, by comon conſent, be rather caſt upon one of thoſe, 
whom Chriſt preferred before tie reſt ? for were not all bis diſci. 
ples bound, to give moſt honour to them , whom he moſt honou- 
red? If thenPeter, Iohn, and James the brother of Iohn,wete by, 
Chriſt preferred in honour , before this Iames (though for his pi- 
etic ſurnamed the lult)was it nor an injurie (I ſay not to them, bur) 
even toChrift their Mc,in controwling that order of prehemintce, 
which hc had ſer among his Apoltles, to give one of their inferiors 


a place 
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a place of dignitie above them? Wherfore,as the Refuter wronged 
not Clemens or Egeſippus, in charging the ſpeach of the one to be 
vn{«vourie, and the reipeR alteadged by the other to be carnall: ſo it 
3s nO injurie to Euſebius(who builderh vpon their reportes)to ſay, 
he was t00 5reduiow, in interteyning for truth upon their words, 
that which up6 due examination, appeareth unworthy ot any cre- 
dit. Ard the tame, is the fult of thereſt, which in later time with 
our any turrher ſearch, gave credit vnto their teſtimony. Which 
ſottiſh imitation ( as one Mr. Bell calleth ir, epiſt. before his tryall 
of new religion, pag. 1. and Survey of popery. part- 3. cap. 7. & 
pag. 342. )if it were the cauſe of many errors, even in matters of 
docrine, (asis for inſtance ſhewed in the errour of the Chiliaſts)f 
ſec no rea(o to the cotrarie, why it might not alſo bea cauſe of ma- 
ny errors, in matters of fa& or hiſtoric. Yet the Refuter did (and (0 
doe I ſtill ) fo farre render their eſtimation, that wee withdraw not 
any aſſent from their report; bur when there is better warranrt,(cy- 
ther of ſcripture or ſound reaſon ) leading another way. 


Now whereas the Refuter ſaith, ther. James neyther was properke $64 5.24 
Biſhop of Jeruſalem nor might be becauſe he continued in bis «Apo#tleſhip, a (eG. 5. 


<111l office from ut; The D. (to make him odious with his Reader) 
replieth,that be grveth all bis Witneſſes the lie. But(though he be a Do. 
Ctor he uſcrh a talle finger to juſtify his ſuggeltio, thruſting out the 
word properly ( which the Refuter inſerted , pag. 132.0t his anſw.) 
and charging him to ſay plainly, that, lamrs thas not Biſhop of fer+ſule, 
wor could be. It is plaine,( and the Door acknowledgeth it)rhar 
the Refuter here denieth vnto Iames, he doth it ( not ſo much 
of himſclfe as) from the mouth of ſome late writers of worthy ac- 
count, D. Whirakers, D. Reynoldes, Biſhop Tewell and others.In 
charging him therefore to give his witneſſes the lie; whar elſe doth 
he, bur through his ſides , wound their credit; ſcing the fault (1f 
any) lighteth on their heads. But the truth is, neyther he nor they 
doe oppoſe the former deniall to the teſtimonie of the fathers; bue 
to their afſertion,which from the name of a Biſhop, given to James 
or Peter , in the writings of the Fathers, doe interre that Iames 
or Peter, were properly Biſhops . For the Retuter ( in his wordeg 
imcdiately before going) ſaith,that the Fathers might Well call James,by 
the name of a Biſhop , which then Was of greateFfF dignuic; ſew it 15 :erreynd 
he had , ( though an higher, yet )the ſame place m ers ſrlem that, ofterwar ds 
Biſhops claimed ard prſeſſed in other Churehes, And elſewhere (an\wee 
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pag-143-) he explaineth his judgment more plainely in the words 
of Door Whutakers (de pont. pag, 303. ) who ſaith ; that when the 
F athers call [une or Peter a Biſhop , they takg not the name of « Biſhop pro- 
perly , but call them Biſhops of thoſe (*burches gn which they aboad ſomewhat 
4 &c. Inow addethe words of D. Reynolds (Conf.with Hart 
Cap. 4. diviſ.2.)becauſe the Door not hnding the place quored, 
thought his name was uſed onely for a ſhewe : concerning lames, 
be ſaith, that he which maketh bis a Biſhop of one cutie, whom ("brift made 
an eApoitle to all tae nations of the earth bringeth han ous of the hall(as they 
ſay,) meo the kirchin . And in anſwer to Chryſoſtome, (alleadged by 
Stapleton, and Harr, (as he is by the D.) ro confirme his ſuppoſed 
Biſhoprick) he addeth . Jr ſcemerh he ſpake it vpon the word of Clemens 
apud Euſcb: lib. 2. cap. 1.) And when Hart ſayth, be ſhould not belp 
bim with ſuch ſhifts againſt the Fathers, he replieth, neyther ſhifts , nor 4- 
guſt the fathers; but erue defenſe, iu favour of them. For the Apoltles be- 
#1g ſent to preach :he goſpel to all nations , made their chiſs eboad in greateiF 
cities of moſt reſort, a4 at Teruſalem, « Antwch, Epheſus, Rome ec. now be« 
8anſe this reſidence , in the mother cities, Was afterwards ſupplyed by the Bi- 
ſhops of them; therefore were the fathers Wont to callthe Apoſtles , Brſhops of 
thoſe cities , wherein they aboad moſt; which they might the rather for that 
the word epsſcope, in theer {p:46h , to wit Enſeb. & ("lemens) betokeneth i, 
a generall meaning any charge or overſight of other; cc, It is plain then, 
that the DoRor (in his former wordes) giveth his tongue and pen 
libertic to run out, beyond the bounds of truth. 1. In carrying 
unto his witneſſes(& to impugne their teſtimonie)that which was 
intended orely to contradict his owne poſition. 2. in conſtruing 
that to be meant of an abſolute dznyall of the name of a Biſhop, 
which was ſpoken of the epiſcopall funRion , properly taken , for 
that which now beareth the name . The reader theretore is to be 
advertiſed, that although the Refuter indeavoured, ( by ſome ex- 
ceptios againſt the Doors witneſſes ) to ſhew that their teſtimony 
1s t00 weak , to bind the conſcience to enterteyne their report, for 
an undoubted truth : yer he is (o farre from giving them all, the 
lie(as the DoQor not very chriſtianly chargeth him),that treading 
zn the ſtepps of many other worthies )he ſalveth their credit, by di- * 
Ringuiſhing the ſpeciall & proper ſignification of the word Biſhop, 
from that which 1s more generall and improper . For properly in 
the phraſe of the Apoſtle, 1. Tim. , 1, 2. Tit. 1-7. itnoteth him, 
who by his funGQion is limited and faſtened to the perperuall over- 
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ſioht, of one particular Church : and now ( in c6mon {peach it is 
appropriated co the funRion of a Dioceſan Prelate; but in amore 
generall conſtruQion, as the Apoſtleſhip is called eprſcope a Biſhops 
like-charge : ſo the Apoſtles were by the Fathers termed Biſhops. 
And ſome of them, (as lames and Peter ) vvere ſaid to be Biſhops 
of thoſe Churches, wherein they were reported to have made their 
longeſt reſidence. 

And that the Fathers doe uſe the word in this latter conſtruRi- 
on, the Refurer jadgeth 1t molt probable; becauſe he is perſwaded 
(not without good reaſon)that(in the former (ignification )Iames 
being an Apoltle, neyther was nor could be a Bilhop . So then,if 
the Do&or (who holdeth Iames to be properly a Biſhop, yeaa di- 
oceſan Biſhop in fun&ion like to ours) will juſtific his aſſertion by 
thoſe fathers whom he alleadgeth, ought he not to haue demon- 
ſtrated (that which he wholly overpaſleth, ro wit)that the Fathers 
which entitle Iames the Biſhop of lerufalem, meane thereby, that 
he had the proper fun&ion of adioceſan Biſhop? But he thinketh 
it ſutficient,to remove the grounds which his Refut: layd to make 
good his deniall, let us therefore cometo it, 


The Refuter ſairh, that Tames neyther was nor could be pro- ScR, 7 


perly a Biſhop , ſeing he continued jn the Apoſltlethip a diſtin of- 
tice from it;The D.an{wereth,that none of big authors Were (0 ſcmple but 
they knew aſwell as the refater that James tva4 an Apoitle; neyther knew they 
@ny reaſon which the R:ſ.would ſeems to know, why but berg an Apoſtle ſhould 
binder his being the Apoitle or angel of that Church;for (6 were the Bps at the 
firſt called. Yer with his leave, ſome of the were (o ſimple, that they 
thought this Iames (called by Paul the L. brother) was the ſonne 
of Ioſcph , by an other wife, before he was eſpouſed to Marie the 
mother of Chriſt . ( ſee Euſeb, lib. 2. ca, 1. Cent. 1. lib. 2. cap. 
10, col, 579.vbi dicitur Epiphanius idem ſentire)which is in effe& 
to denie him to be one of the 12, whom Chriſt ſele&ed to that of- 
fice of Apoſtleſhip . For among them there were onely two called 
by the name of Iames , the one the ſonne of Zebedzus and bro- 
ther of lohn, Math. 10. 2. Mark. 3. 17. the other was the ſonne 
of Alpheus . Mart. 10. 3. Mark. 3. 18. and brother to that Iudas, 
which was alſo called Lebbzus, or Thaddgus. Luk. 6. 15. 16. A& 
1.13. with Mar. 10. 3. 4. and Mark. z. 17, Ambroſe alſo was ſo 
ſimple that he accounteth this Iames , ( Comment. in Gal. 1.19.) 
uot onely the ſonne of Ioſeph ; but alſo one of thoſe brethren of 
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Chriſt, which continued in unbelcife (10h, 7. 5.) after the 12 wer 
daily attendants on their Mailter. : 

2, Neyther were they all unacquainted , with that difference 

between the fun&ions of an Apoſtle & a Biſhop ( properhie ſo cal. 
led) which the Refurer maketh his reaſon for the deniall of the 1a- 
ter officero them that bare the formicr. Avugulitin, diltizguiſheth 
the Apoſiic{hip from a Biſhoprick , as a greater office from the leſ. 
ſer . QOu4s neſcu 1!um apoftolarus principatum, cuuliber epiſcoperui preferene 
dum.( dc Baptiſ, lib, 2. ca. 1, ) this ſentence of Angulſtin is allead- 
ged by D. Sutcl. ( De pont. Rom. lib. 2. ca. 10. pag. 140, 143-) 
to ſtrengthen this conſcquence,that if Peter were an Apoſtle; then 
he could not be a Biſhop, or Paſtor proprie loquendos, Epiphanius(an 
o:her of the DoRors witneſſes )is more playne for this purpoſe. For 
having ſaid, that Peter and Paul were both Apoſtles and —_—_ 
Rome; he ſaith withall. ( Hzreſ 27.) that there were other Biſhops 
whiles they lived, becauſe the Apoſtles went often into other coun- 
tries, to preach Chrilt ; and the City of Rome might not be with- 
out a Biſhop. What can be more playne to (hewe, that ſince the Of- 
fice of an Apoſtle requireth traveile abroad into diverſe countries 
ro preach Chriſt; and the office of a Biſhop bindech to attendance 
at home, on that one Church, wherof he is made an overſcer;there- 
fore an Apoſtle cannot be properly a Biſhop. Let me therefore here 
ſay to the Door, ( as Door Reynolds did to Mr. Hart, Conf. 
cap. 6. Diviſ. 3. ad finem ( you may learne by the Fathers themſelves,that 
When they termed any Apoſtle « Biſhop , of thus or that cntie, they meant it 
in « generall ſort and ſignification, becauſe be attended that Church for a tiene, 
and ſupphed that roome m preaching of the goſpell , which Biſhops afterwards 
did. Andif this fatiſty not the Door, let him goe roundly to 
work; and prove by other parts of their writings who are his wit- 
neſles in this queſtion of Iames his Biſhoprick ; that Iames his c6- 
tinuance in the fun&ion of an Apoltle, was no hindrance to his re- 
cciving and holding of a Biſhopr, properly ſo called. In the mean 
while 1: t us paſſe on to the new writers which concurre with the 
Refutcr, nor onely in denying Iames, to be properly a Biſhop; but 
alſo in that more generall aſſertion; that an Apoſtle could not be 
@ Biſhop properly. 

Chapt. 7. (oncerning the new writers that ioyne with the Refuter in, 
denying 7 ames to be a Bithop properly, a/otafree elſe the D, 
babfo the upholding of lame: bis (uppoſed Buehoprich, Je 
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Oncerning the new writers; the Do&. would never ſolightiy "4 _— 
2{teme their judgment, as he doth; were he not highly concei- (.&.;. pag, 


.C red of himſelf. For what proteſtant 15 there of any worth, that ho- 53. 54. & 
[- noreth not the vcry name of Do@, Whitakers, Biſhop Iewell,; and ſcQ.6.p.55» 
4 Do&Ror Reynolds? I might {:nd him to many others, which in ge- 

h nerall deny any of the Apoſtles, to be properly Biſhops & ſo j < 

[- aiſo of Iames 1n (peciall, Calvinin Ads. 21, 18. Lubbert. de Papa. 


lid. 3+ Cap--5. pag- 209. and Lib, 4. ca. 5. pag. 296, Chamier de 
pont. Lib. 3. pag. 459. and 453- cum mulrtis alijs. But the Do&. 
perhaps, will more regard ſome of his owne ſociety, ſuch as Do&. 
Surlif, who ( de pont.lib. 2. cap. 11. pag. 152. ) aftirmeth the 
fame of Lames that he doth of Peter and Iohn,ſcz.that he was nor 
properly a Biſhop. And ( cap 6. pa. 114, )to Bellarmin and Tur. 
recrem: urging the Fathers, to (hew that Iames was ordeyned Bi- 
ſhops of Ieruſalem he anſwereth. zon aliud per 9rdinationem intellgitur, 
quam quod Epiſcopi partes peregern ; et ex reliquorum eApoſtolorum conſen- 
fu Heeroſs:ymis manſit . And (cap. 8. pag. 130.) he dire&ly contra- 
dieth our DoRor, in ſaying that his ordination ; they ſpake of, 
was not a conferring of juriſdi&ion to him; ſeing he had it by his 
Apoſtolicall office. The which may ſerve to ſtop the DoR. mouth 

touching the Fathers which he challengerh to be whollie for him 

in this queſtion. For till he hath proved that Iames was properly 

a Biſhop and that the Fathers aſcribed to him , the proper fun- 

Rion of a Dioceſan Biſhop,in calling him the Biſhop of Ieruſale,he 

ſhall bur prove himſelf a trifler, to ſay as now he doth; that without 

any drſpar agement to theſe worthy wryters; the affirmation of ſo many ancients 

in a matter of fat, agreeble alſo with the ſcriptures; and proved by the ſac- 
erſſion of the Biſhops of leruſalem 5c. way overweigh their drmall. As for 
the ſcriptures, I haue ſhewed, they are rather againſt it, then with 

it; and in a like matter of fa& ( (cz. Peters Biſhoprick at Rome)the 

hike evidence may be produced; neycher doth the Door hold ir 

any haynous crime in himſclfe; by his deniall, to overweigh th:ir 

teſtimonie. 2. Notwithſtanding, ic is not the opinion of Door 

. Whitakers , or any other, which the Refuter comendeth to the D, 
; conſideration; but the reaſons rather , whereby their judgement 
is (wayed. For as he ſaith ( anſw. pag._13 2. ) the ſame arguments 

that prove Peter might not be Biſhop of Rome, are as effe&uall to 
conclude,that Tames might not be Biſhop of Ieruſalem ; ſeing they 
were both equall in the Apoſtleſhip , And what though it were ſo; 
Kz as 
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as the Door ſaith., (ſeR. 6. pag. 55. ) that 6. of thoſe 8. argu. 
meats which DoRor Whitakers (de pont. queſt. 3. ca. 3.ſ{e&. g.) 
urgeth , be ſuch as the Refuter With all bu ſophrittrie cannot with any ſhew 
of truth apply to $, James ? It the other two be ſuch; as the DoRor 
withall his ſophiltry cannot with any ſhew of truth exept S. Iames 
from their reach is it not ſufficient to give him the toile in the 
maine controverſie now in hand? Yet there are ſome things avou- 
ched for the remorall of thoſe 6.arguments, which are already ſuf. 
ficiently diſproved; as that he ſaith, the ſtorie of the Ads doth te. 
ſtify $. Iamcs his ſtanding reſidence at Ieruſalem, and that his pre« 
cedence (in honour ) betore Peter and Iohn, is noted, Gal. 2. 9, 
And ſomethings doe rather make againſt him, then for him. For 
if he were the Apoſtle of the lewes at large (as may be truely ga- 
thered from his epiſtle writren to the 12. tribes that were ſcattered 
abroad , (lai. 1. 1. ) and that compa& made berween Paul and 
him, with Peter and Iohn, Gal. 2,9.)how was he properly the Bp. 
of the Ch:atleruſale?For as it was fit,thatPerer ſhould have profeſ- 
ſed the Gentiles to be his charge; if he had bene their Biſhop at 
Rome : ſo it had bene no leſſe fit, chat lames ſhould have profeſſed 
himſelfe to have bene the Apoſtle or Biſhop of the Iewes in Ieruſa- 
lem: or at leaſtin [urie; if he had bene by Peter and Iohn, confined 
to that one Church or Province, 

Againe,if he can for his advantage (I meane,to juſtify his deny- 
all of Perers Biſhoprick at Rome)carry the words of all the Fathers 
that ſay he was Biſhop there , to this meaning that he was one of 
the founders of that Church ; may not his Refuter ( in defence of 
his deniall of Iames his Biſhoprick at Icruſalem)rake the like liber- 
tic in conſtruing the Doors witneſles , to this meaning, that he 
taught and governed that Church for the time of his reſidence 
there? If the Refuter in denying the later , give all the D. witneſſes 
the lic ; (hall the NoRor goe free from the like blame of giving the 
lie to many ancient Fathers in denying the former ? Lethim ther- 
fore take home his owne words (cap. 2. p2g. 46.) Sec, ſee homo ho- 
mim quantum preſtat; that is ſtrong in his hand, which were weak in 
an others; the truth belike is ſo parciall, char it is true onely in his 
mouth , 

But joyn we now in iſſue with him, in the triall of the 2. firſt rea» 


ſect. 7, pag ſons, whether they will not conciude with the Refuter that Iames 
IT» 


was not properly the Biſhop of leruſalem. The reaſon is thus _ 
me 
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med by the DoQor. 

Biſhops have certene churches aſſigned to them. The Apytla bed net 
gerteyne churches aſſigned tro them. Ergo the eApoſtles were not Bis 
hops, But becaule he hath ſomewhat abated the force of the ar. 
gument , in both the premiſles, I will deliver them in D. Whira- 
kers owne words. Epiſcopus vnum tanum gregem haber, quem paſeat ut 

ſuars . At Apoſt oli nullam certam provinciam habuerunt; neque vilas certas 

eccleſias quibus allegars ſant. The Biſhop hath but one only lock, which 
he is to feed, as his owne : The Apoſtles had nocerteine province, 
nor any certeyne Churches whereto they were tied, The medins 
terminus (wherein the ſtrength of the argument lieth ) is not ſimply 
to haue a Church or Churches aſſigned ; but to haue one onely 
flock , and to be bound unto ir, to feed it as his owne; the reaſon 
ergo is thus to be contrived. Every Biſhop hath one onely flocks, where- 
wnato be is bound to feed it as bis ovvne, But none of the « Apoſtles had one 
enely flock, , Whereunro be Was bound to fed it as bis owne , Ergo, none of 
the eApoſtles was 4 Biſhop. 

The Aſſumption (which was thought moſt likely to be impugn- 
ed) was fortified with a double Bulwark. t. onmibus Apoitolis dixit 
Chriſtus , ſte in vniverſum mundum ; et ill memores legationss ſue ita fice= 
rant. 2, Qu ſcirent ſibi firita (antti dufth ſemper ſequendum eſſt , quocung, 
401 ipſe yocaret, eo continus profiſcendum, y ſedes (uaz certis quibuſdam locus 
affix a4 habuifſent? nunquwn cerre. But of theſe fortifications the DoR, 
taketh no notice; onely to the aſſumption, which himſelfe framed, 
he anſwereth by diſtinguiſhing the times. ſcz. that though none of the 
Abp1ſtles , bad any provinees or p ates of the World allotted to them by Chriſt, 
when he gave them their indefinite comiſſion: yet the holy Ghoſt ( for whoſe 
direftion they were willed to ſtay .2t, Teruſalem direited them to goe, not confu- 

fedly , but diftinfHy ſome toone part of the world, and ſome to an other. This 
ts that which he delivered before ({eR. 4. pag. 52.) andis already 
anſwered (ſeR.11. of chap.5.)but what is it to purpoſe here? For 
when they were dire&ed to goe, ſome into one part and ſome to an 
other , had they then every one his peculiar Church aſſigned ro 
them? and were they bound to feed the ſame as every Biſhop is 


+» to atrend his owne flock? I ſuppofe the DoRordarecth not affirme 


it; he rather yeeldeth the contrarie, in ſaying, they ceaſed ro traveile ns 
their old dryer, and then were reputed Biſhops of that, plice, where they reſted. 
Well, did they all traveile till they were old ? and is thar the time 
whereumo his diſtinRion of rimes referreth us , for Geallgeing 
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of Churches vnto them? Not ſo neyther; for he (aith, James did no 
$7 avrile at all as the reſt , from one country to anather, So then, howſoever 
he maketh aſhew of anſwering by a diſtin&ion of times;yet indeed, 
the very marrow and pitch ofhis anſwere , is by a difterence in the 

rſons, to contradit the aſſumption: and to give Door Whita. 
ers the lie (if I may uſe the Doors owne homely phraſe) for in 
plaine termes he faith, berein lame differeth from the reſt; for to buy: a1 
the firſt, before their dſperſion, the Church of feruſalem.,, was aſſigned. And 
againe, the aſſumption therefore, which 1 true of the reſt of the Apoſtle, is 
wot true in Fames; and were to be demud, if the ſyllogiſme, were thus framed, 
Biſhops had certems Churches ofſigned to thum. fames bad not a certeme 
Church aſſigned to bm... Ergo, he was not Biſhop. T hu aſſumprion (ſaith 
be) 7 bave diſproved. Burt the beſt is, his diſproote of this aſſumpti- 
on (though he hath proportioned ic at{o to his owne ſtrength ) is 
ſufficiently declared ro be nothing worth: For he neyther hath nor 
can prove, that any, much leſs many ancient Fathers, as he hath al- 
leadged, doe affirme Iames to be a Biſhop in thar ſenſe which he 
imbraceth; (c. properlic a Biſhop, and ordeyned to that funRion, 
by his fellow-Apoltles. But it (hall not be amiſſe for the Reader to 

The Dot, Obſerve the DoGors cunning in changing the Medius terminus of 

cuhingly the objeion , which he underraketh ro anſwere. And fince he 

changeth will have it ſpecially fitted to Iames , I will doe it, and ſo leave it 
the medius 1g all indifferent ny it hold not in Iames aſwell as 
rerminus 


ot theodj: in Peter. Every Buſhop bath one onely flock,, to which he is affixed, to 
q fred it as bys owne, 

But fame: had not any one onely flock,, ts Which be tas affixed, to feede it 
4 bis owne. 

Ergo, {ame was no Biſhop, 

I hope the Door will not ſay, he hath diſproved this aſſumpti- 
on as it now ſtandeth: for this cannot be diſproved without proofe 
made of the contrary, ſc. that James had one onely flock alligned 
to him , and was aftixed roirt or bound to attend on the feeding 
See how thercof. But he is ſo farr from having confirmed this, that he hath 
the Doctor nat yer bin heard ſo much as once to affirme it . And if he meane 
—_— , (in his next) to make it goed, firſt let him tell us, which was that 
"Per. Onconcly Jock that was aſſigned to him. Here he ſaith it was the 
teinly reſt» Church of Icruſalem;and his proofes from the Fathers, make men- 
ingany Cio0of no other; yet el{where (pag. 56.) he ſaith, it is more then pro- 
where. bable that the C burch of Lurie, Was peculsarly aſſigned to bar and (p52) 

he 
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0 he coupleth both rogither, ſaying,thet the Apoſtles Woald tiot all 
cr {uric and feruſalenc,, but —_—_ of thew owne compans to take —_ 


d, tþe-of-And in the words imediately following, he ſaith, be was afſign= 
he 8d to the peculiar Church of one nation; and therefore was m deed the bike 
_ thereof; which argueth the whol body of the people of the lewes, 

n well choſe thar were ſcatrered in other countryes ( to whome he 
48 wrote his epiſtle ) as the Inhabitanres of Iurie , to be his peculiar 
d charge: vnleſs he ſpeak improperly, in taking the who) for a pary 
” onely. If cherefore the Doctor will ſay, that Tames had one onely 
f. flock aſſignedgo him; let us knew whether the whol nation orthe 
vs province of Iudea onely, or rather the dioceſe, (for I know, he will 
h nor ſay,it was the pariſh Church)of leruſalem;] give him this choiſe, 
A ſo be that he will be conſtant in that he chooſeth, and not hover 
bs up and. down as he doth, not knowing(as it ſcemerh) where to reſt. 
s firſt is fo repugnant to the teſtimony of Saint Paul, who teſti- 
* fieth Gal. 2.9. that Peter and Iohn joyned with him in the charge 
C of the Iewiſh nation, that I think he will be aſhamed to ſtand forth 


in defenſe of it . And if he will mainteyne the ſecond; he muſt pro. 
claime to the world, ſome prerogatives more the ever were known 
in former ages) which this Church had above all other Churches. 
For whereas the Churches planted in other Mother cities, were at 
the firſt but Dioceſes,( in the DoRors perſwaſion ) and by the c6- 
bination of ſeverall-Dioceſes, in one Province , each of them be- 
came a provincial! Church: this contrarywiſe, was,at her firſt eſta. 
bliſhing , and bringing into order a province z'and upon the mul- 
tiplying of Churches in Iudea; it was diſtributed into ſundry Dio« 
ceſcs .. And whereas other Churches had presbyters, before they 
had any Biſhop; this had a Biſhop who was afually a provinciall 
Prelate, befare-there were any,cyther presbyters in the Dioceſe, or 
Dioceſan Bps in the Province;which later is contrary co his Tenent 
in this defence often avouched. (lib. 2. pag; 1 14. lib. 3. pag. 20, 
lib.4-pag.7;) viz.' that the Biſhops of Mother cities , were origi- 
nally but Dioceſas,& not aaally Metropolitis; till other ciries in 
the provice were coverted &fubordinared to him as theirPrimare, 
= T Moreover, if the ſtare of Iudea , (leruſalem excepted ) be conſi- 
dered,what ic was before the Apoſtles were diſperſed abroad it 
will be found ro be a body of people voyd of Chriſtianitie; & ther- 
fore no flock for a Biſhop to feed; but rather a charge fitt for an A» 
poſtle , to work upon, 1n REI__ their coaverſion , Ang . 
"1; nee 
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fince Peter beſtowed great paynes that waye in diverſe parts of Iu- 
dca,for many yeares after the diſperſion of the reſt of the Apoſtles, 
(as is before ſhewed from Lukes florie,cap. 5. feR. 11. 12.) it yvill 
be hard for the DoRor to prove , tha the inhabitants of Iudea, 
were allotted to Iames as his peculiar flock to feed and attend up- 
bn. The laſt therefore , wilbe the ficreſt (as it ſeemeth ) every way 
for the DoRors purpoſe; and if he will tick cloſe unto it; let him 
tecall choſe ſpeaches of his; which make ſhewe of rhe other ewe, & 
gather his wits rogither for the confirmarion of theſe particulars, 
x. that Tames was confined, or reſtreyned (for the execution of his 
miniſtery ) unto ſo narrow a compaſie, as the Church or Dioceſe 
of Icruſa'e. 2. that he was affixed to that Church; or bound there 
to abide, and during life to attend on that flock : For unlefle he 
have ſome ſound teſtimony or reaſon, to perſwade his hart in theſe 
=_ = INES _ — lead by + wy the 
ound judgement; in contradicting the ion laſt propo- 
{d; for it naturally floweth from the omption of D. Whitakers 
argument before delivered in this manner, None of the Apoſtles had 
one ouch fleck , Which be Was bound to feed as lris one peculiar » Bus 
fomer Was a2 eApoſtle. Ergo be bed no one onely flock. which be was bound 
to feed as bis owne peculiar charge. And now if he will deny the pro- 
ition of this argument, I muſt recall him to the fortifications 
mencioned. The firſt concludeth the pointes neceflarily & 
inevicablic in this manner | 

Whoſcever were by Chrift commended, ts gee into allthe World, to preach 
the poipell awd to ler; and bring windfall of their imbaſſage ded «8 
cording to their bad not (any of them) one ontly flock unto hich 

were bond , to feed the ſame as ther owne, 
But all the Apoſtles were by ("brift comannded to pos into all the world, 
$0 preach the gotÞell and to make daſciple!; and they allceing ewindful of thei 
, id <ccording to thew charge . 

None of the « Apoſtles therefore, bad one onely flock, to which they were 
bound, to feed it as their own. 

The propoſition, us of it ſelfe cleare enovgh. The afſumption, 
for the firſt part of it; as it is grounded on the wordes of Chriſt, - 
Mar. 28. 19. Mark. 16. 15. ſoit is acknowledged by the Door 
and we doe allow his interpreration of their comiſſion ( pag 51+ 
line penult. and 57. line 6.) viz. that Chriſts ing was not; 
that cycry one ſhould traverſe the whole world : yer thei m_ 
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fion was indefinite and withoat any aſfignement of provinces or 
ts of the world to any. Now, if he make queſtion of the latter 
of the Aſſumption, I referre him to that which is obſerved, 
(cap. 5+ fc&. 10.) out of Mark, 16. 20; and I wiſh him to be wel 
adviſed, leaſt he be found to give that Evangeliſt the lie; if he ex- 
empt Iames from that obedience to Chriſts charge,which he teſti- 
fieth of all without exception, viz. that (as Chriſt had before com- 
manded ſo) they went all forth , and preached every where . For 
who ſhall dare without good warrant,to reſtreynthe generall ſenſe 
of the holy Ghoſt, in the one more then in the other? Either ther 
fore, let Iames be exempted from r— with his fellowes in 
their Apoſtolicall comiſton ; or let him partake with them in the 
praiſe which is given them, for obeying the charge which they re- 
ceived. If he will needes exempt S. Iames from preaching every 
where as the reſt did, (that is to ſay, here and there in diverſe pro- 
vinces, or countries , without reſtreynt toany one ) becauſe Eu- 
ſebius and others ſay, that Iames had the charge of tcruſalem,and 
ed the Church there : then let him alſo except S. lohn, to- 
gither with Thomas and Andrew ; becauſe Euſebius faith, (lib. z. 
cap. 1.)that (in the diribution of the world among the Apoſtles) 
Thomas vbteyned Parthia , Andrew, Scythia , and Iohn, Aſia. Bur 
though he confine Iames to Ieruſalem ( or ar leaſt to Turie ) yer of 
the relt he faith , they were not confined to any one province; but 
traveyled from one country toan other . To come then to the 2. 
fortification , it argueth alſo uncontroulablic in this fort; None 
that, knewe they ht alwayes to follow the direfton of the holy Ghoſt and to 
goe forthwith Whither ſoever be ſhould call them, mug ht have their ſeates faſt 
ped t9 one certeyne place or flock. 

But all the Apoſtles knew, that they _ alwayes to follow the direlion 
of the boly G boſt , and to goe forthwith, Whither ſorver be ſhould call them. 

T berefore, none of the «Apoitles might have their ſeates faſtued to one 
certeyne place or flock, And conſequently , none of them had one 
onely flock, on which he was bound continually to attend; For it 
were a wrong to them to thinke, that they or any of them would 
doe, that which they knewe was nor lawtull for them to doe. 

Againſt the propofirion,I ſuppoſe the DoRor will rake no exce- 
ption; and if he ſhall pick any quarrel againſt the aſſumprion; he 
muſt ſay, eyrher in generall that none, or in particular that ſome, 
and namely Lamcs knewe no ſuch dutic that eng did oweto God, 

; : as 
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as to attend alwayes on his call and direRion for the imployment 
of their miniſteriall paines , If rhe former; let him contider what 
15 already (aid (cap. 5. ſe. 11.) to ſhewe that the Apoſtles had not 
before their diſperſion, each ot them his ſeverall circuite,meaſured 
out to him once for all, by the direRio of the holy Ghoſt as he lup» 
poſerh. For ſince they were to wayt for the holy Gholts direQtion 
whither to goe ( as the Do&or acknowledgeth pag; 57+ )if they 
had nor their whole line or compaſſe layd our ar once; mult they 
nor of neceſſitie, remaine alwayes ready , to goe , whitherſoever 
God by his ſpirit ſhould call them ? And if this be apparant in any 
one; (as it is in Paul , At. 13. 2. 4. & 16-6--10, and 18.9. 11, & 
19. 21.) ought we not to judge the like of all? For why ſhould any 
one Apoſtle be freed from that attendance , which another 13 tied 
unto , and that for the performance of his Apoſtolicall funtion? 
And when the Door ſtretcheth in comon unto all the Apoſiles, 
(pag. 52.)that which Paul ſpeaketh of himſelfe; and ſuch as aſFſted 
him within his Apoſtolica/l line ; doth he nor aſſume it for an un- 
doubred truth, that in the execution of their Miniſterie, they all 
walked by one rule? It were abſurd therefore here to except James 
fr6 that cotinuall attendice up0 the holy Ghoſts dircRion , wher- 
unto his fellow-Apoſtles were bound , And conſequently abſurd 
to give him one onely flock, and to atfixe him for his whole life,to 
the ſervice thereof; when the reſt were bound alyvayes to be ready 
to goe , whither ſoever the holy Ghoſt ſhould dirc& them. 


Sef.y.ad Thus much tor the juſtifying of the firſt reaſon, againſt Peters 
_ P*S- Biſhoprick; the ſecond reaſon againſt it, is thus ——_ by the D, 


(pag. 53) untoTames , if fame were Biſhop; then by the ſame Ye aſon o« 
ther of the e Apoſtles were Biſhops : But the other eApoſties were not By- 
ſhops properly; T herefore not famer. The Door ſhould have added D. 
Whatakers concluſion , and applied ic to Iames in this ſort, 
Tf noneother Apoitle bad his ſeat fixtd to auy certeyne place; then neither 
bad lames his ſeat fixed ts Jeruſalem. But none other Apoſtles had his ſeat 
fixed to a certeyne place , Ergo, neyther had James his ſeat fixed to Jeruſd- 
lew. The Doctors anſwer is , that he hath ſhewed ſufficient rea- 
ſon, why he ſhould not graunt the conſequence , in ſetting downe 
the diffcrence between Iames,and the reſt of the Apoſtles. But are 
the diftcrences ſuch as he can and will mainteyne, that they necef- 
 farily argue the oneto be properly a Biſhop, and the reft nor? 0- 
_ mher# they neyther are, nor can be a ſubhicicnt reaſon of his de- 
niall 
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niall of the coſequence. Let us therfore peruſe them. Firſt;he ſaith, 
that { arnet herein differeth from the reſt; that to bum at the firſt, the ('hurcb 
of leruſalens was aſſigned . 1 anſwer, that an aſlignement to the over= 
fight of one Church; maketh not a Biſhop, unleſſe he be alſo con- 
fined unto it alone , and that tor perpetuirie , But the Door can 
.nexer prove that Iames was {o-conued to the charge of the Church 
of Icruſalem. Moreover we have better evidence tor Pauls aſfigne- 
,ment.,to the Church of Corinth; (A&. 18. 9. 10-11, 1.Cor.g.2, 
-& 2, Cor. 10, 13.)then can be alleadged for Iames his aſlignemer 
to Izruſalem : And (it we may belecve the D.) he telleth us ( pag. 
52.) that at what time lames was aſligned to fteruſalkem ; the reſt 
were alfigned alſo , co their circuite, one to one part and an other 


-0 an other. This firſt difference therefore, is eyther none at all,or" 


not ſuch as can give the function of a Biſhop to the one ; and deny 
itcoall the reſt. Secondly the DoRor addeth, that James 454 not tra« 
veile as the ref? from one country to an other, being not confined to one pro= 
vmce. Bur it is ſhewed in the former (e&ion,that Iames was neyther 
confined to Ieruſalem,nor debarred from traveil abroad; and that 
'the grounds whereon the Door buildeth , will confne fome 0- 
thers to certeine countryes ( as Thomas to Parthia, Andrewe to 
Scythia, and Tohn to Afia, ) no leflc then lames to leruſalem. And 
let me aske him ,whart proofe he can make (worthy of credit) that 
Matthew , Matthias and Iames (that was martyred at leruſalem, 
AR. 12.2.)ſpent their daies in traveil fro one country to an other? 
And if Iames be to reckoned a Biſhop , becauſe he reſted at Teruſa- 
km, when others traveiled from place to placqwhy he ſhonld de- 
ny thereſt to be alſo properly Biſhops, when they took up ſome 
ſpeciall place to reſt in, as he ſayth, Tohn did art Epheſus &Cc. ſpe- 
cially ſeing the fathers intitle them Biſhops of thoſe places where 
eh refle . Thirdiy,an other diffcrence he noterh. ſcz.that wherds 
the ocher «Apoſtles having planted (*hwches,vvhen they ſawe their time, co- 
mitted the ſame to certeme ſhops yet James camuted the (hurch of leruſa- 
kem to ne other . But can he tell us, to what Biſhops the Churches of 
Iconium , Lyſtra, Derbe, Antioch in Piſidia,, and ſundry others 
planted by Paul , were comitted . For why ſhould not he be the 
Biſhop of thoſe Churches , which being planted by him , received 
no other Biſhop to governe them; if chis reaſon preverh Iames to 
be the B ſhop of Teruſalem? The conſequence therefore of the ar- 
gument aboyeſayd is nothing weakned _—= cfferences, _ 
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$cK.6. 


Part. Z. + * 4 Reply one 
the Do&or putteth berwene Iames and the reſt of the 
he affirmeth . Notwithſtanding , that the reader wy , bow 
grofſcly heerreth in combyning theſe two funRions(ef an Apoſtle 
&a Jin one perſon I will here propoſe ſome of the reaſons, 
which D.Suclif(a zealous mainteyner of the epiſcopal) governmer) 
hath preſſed agaioſt Peters ſuppoled Biſhoprick at Rome. De pont 
lib, 2. Cap. 10. | 
T he «Apoſtle ( ſaith he ) ard Paſtors or Biſhops properly {6 called, aro 
- ihe om fog end a Pater __ 
ther. He bath grven th Paul. Epbeſ. 4.11. ) fome Apoſtles, ſome 
Prophets, ſou In Patton: &T eacbers. What, can be 
965 ns hath given ſome Apoſiler c others Paitors and T rachers, 
(quoſdam Apeelor, ali; axtens Paſtores et Dolores.) Wherefore 
(as he concludeth concerning Peter, ſo doe I concerning Iames )if 
James were an Apolile, he could not be a Bilhop & Paſtor to. ſpeak 
properly; vnleſſe we will confound both the gifts of Chriſt, and 
(membra drvidentia) the members of the diviſion ſer down by the A- 
poltle. 2.T be Apoitles bad.this priviledge that they Were called & ſent by 
Chrit imediately, £ Mark, 6.7. Luc, 6.13. Gal 1. 1, Afts. 1.24. But 
with Biſhop, it is farre otherwiſe ; they were not called imediat.cly of God, 
but by men, Paulpreſcribeth laws; vnto T imorbe what manner of men were 
to be choſen Biſhops, e warneth han to lay no bends ſaddenly upon any mar. 
1. Tim. 3. 2, and 5.21. Scing therefore Iames was by Chriſt alone,& 
not by men,called choſen and ordeyned,whece could he have a Bi- 
ſhoprick given him?As for thoſe Fathers which ſay,that Iames was 
by his fcllow- Apoſtles ordeyned Biſhop of leruſalem, we have al- 
ready ( Cap. (ct. 22. ) heard DoGor Sutlifts anſwer, this onely 
now [ add that the Do&. cannot without contradiction ro himſelf 
take it for ordination tothe fun&ion of a Biſhop; ſeing he ſaith, 
that Iames receyved the epiſcopall power of order from Chriſt as 
Biſhops ſine titulo, as is alſo before ſhewed cap. 5. ſeR. 13. 14. 
3- T be office of B1 ſbops i farre inferwor to the office of Apoitles and after 4 
fort included in u;for the Apoitles ordeyned Biſpops heard their cauſes ec, 
Moreover they had povver to delever the Canonical ſcriptures, and (ir thet, 
cauſe Were lead by the Holy Ghoſt into al trath, John. 14.2.6. & 16 13.But 
Biſhops had no ſuch prerogative; for there Were none more grervons ſchiſmes 
raiſed in the Church, neyther any move foul bereſyes ffrang from any, then fro 
Biſhops, Wherefore ſeing lames was an Apoſtle, quid opus erat, ut 
quaſi capite diminutus, ad inferiorem ordinem er dignitatem, _ 
ue 
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Jue Patririns ad plebem tranfirer? I might adde his 4. md 9. 
ments, bur becauſc rhry come nere to things - 4 
them over, onely thac it may appeare, he pucrerh no di cc be- 
rwene Peter and fames,in the limitation of theiy miniſtric as the D. 
doth; I wiil cloſe up all with that which he hath elfwhere cap. 11: 
pag, 52. 7nvme oe ſohannem, nec Iacobums eApoitolun propris dics 
fifte Epiſcopum; ratron papain ul ef avec, 
hero, Epſceyi auees (uas babuere certas 4 et provmcias. Yea ſaiuh 
he,we ſay nor t re gh yy mr), 8h yr 
heave rendred thus rtajou I IDE 

olicall funttion; whereas 5 bad thew certeene dacceſes and provinces. 
by reaſon, ſeing he ſaich Bellarmin wincked ar,as being vnable 
to anſwer it, I hope the Do&.,will not doc him that favour, to op- 
poſe himſelf therein to D. Surliffe, ſpecially feing he hath already 
_ thus farre ( pag. iy nn An 7k Gs 

will be 

N 


contem to fiuppoſe that. fame: was net « Biſbop of }eruſalews. 


ing, a9 if the whole cauſe in a manner wholly re- ScQ. 7. 2d 
lied this inſtance of Iames; be indeevoreth by is 10 confice the ear. [eR. 3. pag 
peder or « vere ner ſuperior to other 13+ & 19+ 
f 


ciplmerions, bo bolde that, 
of che 


therefor o( if ve mey belerve 
8 the preſbyters of the Charch 
—_——— — _——— 
& nor for any comynuance, concoeires 

Mr, Beza the Author, and becauſe the Refuter tould him, that he 
wronged ing there is not a fillable,nor a lerter at all of him, 
in the place he quoterh, he ſaith, l/ chi edoe arerh from the wilfrmring 

« letter in the margent , c. being put for p. and therefore now citeth a 
Cem 3. pag. 23; which (ifit be nor againe muſcarried 
by his printer ) ſeemerh to be foyſted in, I know nothow . For in 
the ſame Chap. and pag. ( Impreff. Anno. 1593. by Ioh. le Prcux 
there are no ſuch words as he alleadgerh. Bar ſay that Beza in ſome 
later edition, ( which I have not yer mert with. ) hath fuch a laying 
(riz.that though Iames the brother of our Lord, was in order firſt, 
in the church of Teruſalem yer it followeth not that he was in de- 


bhuw that, Lewes Was 


gree, ſuperiour eyrher to the Apoſtles, or clſc to his fellow Mini- 
) 


what hindreth but chat the Refurerzanſwer mighr ſtand, ro 
wit, that by his Biſhopprick or prefidencic he was not 10ur to 
any deeree, but in order onely ? for when he reth togichex 
the differing fun ions of Apolites, E liſts and Bid x Pa 


. Fart 4. | A Reply onto © Lib. *- 
ſors; he doth very often acknowledge in that treatiſe, an imparitie: 
anddiftcrence betwene them,nar in order onely,but alſo in degree. . 
and powers In iſt funttionbus ( ex Apoſt: Eph.4. 11. antearepetuss ) 
inter ſe computers, now ſimplicem tantum ordimem, ſed et1am gradum agnoſe 
66. Cap. 1. pag. 5. To which purpoſe alſo he (peaketh cap. 3+ pag» 
20, & Cap. 9. pag- 53+ But toletthe DoRor (ce how much ke 
wrongeth him; theſe wordes are fitteſt, pag.s. eApoſtolatuc funitions 

fafſe ullos 12. propria,non tamtuns ordemis , ſed etiam poteſtatts emmenus gy ele» 
t91, abſit ut mficronur; ut meram calumnum eſſe one: intelligent , quues no- 

bus hoc mend cium trebaunits. Inv which he calleth ir no better ghen a 
calumniation , to charge him as the Door doth . - And ſince he 
profeſſcth to prove againſt Mr, Beza , that Brſhops were in degree ſupe- 
riour to other Miniters, why putteth he not his hand, to remoye the 
objection there urged by Mr. Beza, toſhew the contrary? Quame 
14jus oft ct gr avin eccleſias plantare quam rig ere; ſive fundament wn uiarum 

ponere;quans ſuper (irucre et ſtrut as regere: tanto way is iſtuns gradums vigers 
ater ipſor eApoſtolos oportut. 2. Et ſi tuns eſſet (ut nonnulls comendam ) ve- 
lut ip)a natura precipiente un omm ſacro cata, gradus iite ad ſarvaudum inter 
collegas conſenſum neceſſaring, ſaliem quans dre ſimnl Hieroſolymit congrega« 

1 faerwit Apoitoli( nempe ſaltem ad ew diſperſionem., que Stephens mor-. 
tem eſt ronſecuta Att.z.1.) ven quemprem jam tern ſupra ſuos co apoſtolos 
extitiſſe eportia:ſſer. (Wherevnto I will add the aſſumptionand ſo in- 
ferre the conclufien.) But among the Apoſtles there was no ſupe-, 

rioritie in degree. 2. neyther was it neceflaric for the preſerving of 
vnitic and conſent among them, that one ſhould hold ſuch a ſupe- 
riority above his fellow- Apoſtles , whiles they remained leruſa- 
lem; before the ſcattering that followed the death of Steven. 

Wherefore it is not likely tharamong the Biſhops or Paſtors of 
particular Churches, -thers: was any one ſuperior m degree tothe 
reſt. 2.ncithercan it be neceſfarie(as ſome ſuppoſeeven by the light 
of nature; that in every ſacred (ocietie, for he preſcryation of con« 
fent among colleagues , one ſhould have ſuch a ſuperiority) in. de- 
gree among the reſt. abr 1% _ 

.” Butoleave Mr, Bezd,let us ſee how the DoRor can make good 
kis purpoſe from this inſtance of lames, vz. that Biſhops Were ſuperi- 
ewr 6n degree to other Minifters, and bad a ſingular prebeminence over them, 
for term of ifs. Wy contriveth he not bus argument ſyllogiſtically 
that the force thereof tuighy tbe better, appcare? for he is much 
gdeerrived, ithe chunk bagane bis cauſe, by (web a Sopbuſin 35 ghisy | 


«204 lames 


| | 
o 
| 
| 
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Iames was ſuperiour to the presbyters of Terufalem in de 
and held a hepardectes over hed life . But Iames — 
ſhop. Therefore Biſhops were in the Apoſtles tymes, ſuperiour vn- 
to presbyrers in degree, and that for terme of life. 

For though we ſhould graunt the aſſumption , which is before 
diſproved, the argument is no better then if a man ſhould argue im 
this manner, 

{amer Mountagne(to whom D.D. dedicated bis hit ſermon) i ſuperior 
in degree of Mmiters: to al the Minifters im the Diofeſe of Bath and Wells. 
But lames e Mountag us 15 the Deane of the K. Maicſticr Chappel. 

Ergo, the Deanes of the K. Maeſties chappell are ſuperior to all other 
preſpyrers in degree of £Miniſtery . I doubt not but the Do&or can 
well diſcerne in this latter a double deceipr, ( becauſe ir inferreth a 

nerall concluſion, from premiſſes that are-bur particular; & aſ- 
gneth a falſe cauſe of that ſuperioritie above other presbyters) 
And, if he winketh not hard , he may well ſce the ſame defaults are 
to be found in his reaſoning, For beſides the generality of his c6- 
Cluſion; there is an evident miſtaking of the cauſe, both of thar ſu- 
perioritic in degree, which Iames had above the Presbyters of Ic- 
rauſalem; and of his continuance in and about Ieruſalem to his dy- 
ing day . To begin with the former; whereas he ſhould ſhewe that 
his Biſhoprick gave him a ſuperioritic in degree above the Presby- 
ters of that Church; ir is apparant, he hath no other Mediu terms 
4 to prove it then this , that he was an Apoſtle and his honour 8& 
degree by his Biſhoprick not impaired; (othat, in efte& he reaſo- 
neth thus, Jew being an «Apoſtle and « Biſhop, \vas (agerionr in degree 
to the Preſpyters of Herwfew. Ergo, all other Biſhops , not being Aps« 
filet as be was, have the ſame ſuperiorinie above other —_— 

The Do&. proofe theretore,which he preſuppoſeth ro be plaine 
and pregnant for his purpoſe, is a plain inconſequence, which with 
all his (kill, he can never juſtify . Neyther can he eaſily mainteyne 
that which he aſſumerh for a truth, ( viz. that Iames his honor & 
degree by his Biſhoprick was not impayred)for as(is already (hewe 
ed cap. 6. ſc& 1. )the authoricy of Clemens is too weak to u 


- holde it: ſoit will ſoone appeare, that he hath made a very fig! , 


anſwer to the Refuters objeRion who ſaith, that. if Tame: bis 

authority were confined to eruſale, it bad bis in aſert ta ckpp bis wings & ſo 

an baſement, and not a preferment to him... For what is it? fe # nor(Cairh 

he ) « clipping of his wings, wore A” 
wu 


— 


Part 3. A Reply unite” Lib. z, 

;— m7 ng FUry Wan province as it were, or Cirenite end charge was 

do by _ _ _ faulr w_ not increaſed cnt 

,tocli | all the reſt for company, & to teſtify 

one vatruth b anocietr. For as he cannot prore; {o I haye diſpro. 

ved ( cap. 5. ſeR. 11.) his fancie of dividing to every Apoſtle his (e- 

yerall Province or circuite by matuall conſent. And if there had 

bin any ſuch partition of Provinces among them; why ſhould he 

\ deny them to be Brſhops,cvery one of them in his circuit? 

or howe can he deny it to be a great abatement of their autho. 

rity; ( and ſo a clipping of their wings ) to be confined within one 

province,or to one nation;when as by their Apoſtolicall fun&ion, 

they had authority to preach, and to execute all miniſteriall duries, 

in every place and countrie whereſocyer they ſhould come? yer of 

all the reſt, [ames his ſhare maſt needs be by farr the leaſt, if he were 

confined to the charge of one onely Church, Yea this is in deed 

to make him no Apoſtle, or at leaſt a Titular Apoſtle onely; for as 

he ſaith of riewlar Biſhops. lib. 3. pag. 130- ) that they were ſuch as 

had the bare name, bur not the authority of a Biſhop: ſo he muſt 

alſo afhrme of Iames, that he was but a titular Apoſtle;ſcing th'au- 

thority of an —_ ( which ſtandeth in preaching to all nations 

as occaſion ſhalbe offred; and in planting Churches , where none 

were &c.)15 denied unto Iames; if his whole authoritie be confi- 

ned to the epiſcopall overſight of that Church of Ieruſalem,which 

was already founded to his hand . And if it were a puniſhment to 

Mecletius,and others which returned from ſchiſme or hereſy to the 

| Church,to debarre them from their epiſcopall authoritie; though 

they were allowed the name or title of Biſhops; how ſhould it be 

 aninlargementof Iames his honour ; to haue his whole authority 
| 
| 


confined to one Church, (as other Biſhops) although he reteyned 

the name and title of an Apoſtle? 
Se3.9.ud Asforthenext point (viz. Iames his continuance at Teruſalem 
ſet "4 's for 3 © yeares, even till his dying day) to omit whar is alteady (ayd 
rn we (cap. 5. ſe&.10. & 25.) forthe contrary ; we are now to examine, 
whether the cauſe of his ſtay there, was (as the DoRor ſuppoſeth) 
onely to governe that Church, in the fun&ion of a Biſhop? The 
reaſon of his continuance there {ſaith the refuter)was nor (& much the 
Cs eG ——_— 
wyſe performed) as the cormverting tudes, both of Jewes othry na- 
Gions thtt, vſually flocked chither , Which Was a work of the — 
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, to ſay ure ave t 4 
py that. it was . a—_ But he 1s to be advertiſed, that if 
e graunt it might have been otherwiſe governed without anAp 
dcorefdence there; then he ſhall ſhew himſelf yeric voide of = 
fon, to make the government of that Church, eyther the onely or 
the principall caule, of his ſo long remayning in that place. And 
vnleſs he can aſligne ſome other cauſe of more weight , then that 
the Refurer mencionethzit is but a wrangling part in him; to make 
a ſhew of refuting his Refurers aſſertion, in this caſe. Neyther is it 
any thing to the purpoſe, tourge him to ſhew that the church of Ie- 
ruſalem was otherwiſe governed; vnleſſe he had denied that the 
cheife ſtroke of the government , reſted in his handes for the rime 
of his aboad there , after the diſperſion of the reſt of the Apoſtles 
into other un 
And where he ſayth , There is no doubt, but that, (burch had a Pa- 
or aſſigned to by the eApeiiles cc. eyther he doth but trifle; or 
which is worſe) diſſembleth his owne knowledge; for if by a Pa- 
or , he meanea Dioceſan Biſhop, he knoweth very well, that it is 
not onely doubted of ; bur flatly denyed , that any ſuch Paſtor was 
aſligned to them by the Apoltles. Bur if he take the word at large, 
for every or any one that th (whether as Peter Iohn 21. 15.in 
the funRion of an Apoſtle or as the Biſhops of Epheſus in the or- 
dinariecalling of Presbyters , AQ. 20, 28.) then he ſheweth him- 
ſelfe a meer triflzr;fince ir nothing advantageth his cauſe to grant, 
that Iames was (in this large conſtruRis of the word) their Paſtor, 
by a temporary aſſignment; and that beſides him,they had other 
Paſtors, even ſo many as there were presbyters in that Church, 


Bur when he ſaith, there is no doubt to be wade, but the cauſe and end The DoR., 
of bis faying there 39. years . Was the ſame , vith the cauſe of the ſtay of Si Þegget« 


mon, ed the reſt of bu ſucceſſors till their death: he doth too apparant- 
ly begg the queſtion , For the cauſe which the Refuter propound- 
ed (and the DoRor contradited not) ceaſed before Simons cleRi. 
on to the Biſhoprick of Icruſalem ; for his cle&ion was not till Ie» 
rulalem was deltroyed by Titus as Euſebius affirmeth, lib.3.ca.10, 
Wherefore, there was no ſuch recoarſe, eyrher of lewes or of 0- 
ther nations unto the Temple there in Simons rime, or his ſucceſ(- 
ſors;as was all the dayes of {ames. And fince the time of the Jewes 


j<Rion ; for the ity of chem , took after that deſo- 
rezeuo generality Us place, ion 


Cl, 


#3, when being at the firſt an Apolile abſolutely , ar” * 


art 2. A Reply vat0 Lib, , 
lation made by Titus & his army; there was not the like need(now 


as before ) for one of the Apoſtles there to reſide, ro labour the c@. 
verſion of the [ewes and others that vlually frequented that place, 


Se&.r0.24d Thete remaineth one ſpeach of the DoRor, which (inthe Re. 
ſc&, 8. pag furers apprehenſion ) bloweth downe this which he ſo carefully 


labourcd to ſer up,as was ſhewed by this argumet; T hat charge({aith 
the Dottor, ſermen pag. 68) which the Apoſtles had in comon, Whiles they 
joyntly ruled the Church at. Jernſalew was efterwar des commued to ames w 
perticular But that (ſaith the Refurer p. 134.)wes not the charge 
of Biſhops, but of Apoſtles. Ergo,neyther vas the charge which lame; bad, 
the charge of a Biſhop , but of an Apoſtle. Now what anſwer maketh 
the Do. in his defenſe? The propoſition is his owne, he loveth 
his credit, and he will not recall it; what then? Doth he contra» 
di the aſſumprion, and ſay, that the Apoſtles whiles they gorer. 
ned joyntly the Church of Ieruſalem , had the charge not of A 
ſles, but ot Biſhops, in the very funRion of Dioceſan Biſhops;ſuch 
as he ſuppoſeth Iames and his ſucceſſors to be > no; for then he 
ſhould throtcle his owne anſwer ro Do&.Whirakers firſt argument 
(pag. 57.) where he flatly denieth any of the Apoſites ( Iames ex. 
cepted) to be properly Biſhops. And by his diſtinRis of the times, 
(both here and 52) he playnly ſignifyerh that the indefinite 
commiſſion of the Apofiles to goe into all the world , received no 
limicarion, till by the Holy Ghofts direRion, they diſperſed them. 
ſelves ſome into one part of the world, and ſome into an other, 
What then ? When plaine dealing will not helps an zquivocating 
anſwer muſt ſerve the turne* e's though ( ſaith he) the charge of the 
eApoſ les, is not by the Hely Ghoff called epiſcope (AF. 1.20.) that is, Bi- 
ck. eAnd as though femes, who before was an Apoſtle abſolutely; did 
nt by this deſignement become the e Apoſtle of the fewes., As though fa 
I,the holy Ghoſt doth nor uſe the wordeps/cope(when he (o entilerk 
the charge &funRion of the Apoſtles, A&, 1.20.) inalarger ſenſe, 
for an vniverſall and unlimited Biſhoprick , then the word epsſcope 
& epiſcopos,is taken cyrher in other parts of the apoſtolical writings 
as 1. Tim. 3. 1.2. AQ, 20, 28. Phil. 1. 1.) when it is applyed to 
uch as had the Ranging charge of one Church; or in the DoRors 
underſtanding,when the name of Biſhop, or Biſhoprick is given to 
James and his ſucceſſors . And as though Iames did not 
reccive a great change , in regard of his charge and funRi. 


Part 2. 
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the Biſhop of one particular Church by his aſſignement to leruſa- 
lem. As though allo the DoQor did nor, at unawares, juſtify his 
refurers aſſumprion; in graunting that James before his aſſignmer 
to the particular charge of Ieruſale, wasan Apoſtle abſolutely. For 
if he were abſolutely an Apoſtle ; whiles he ruled the Church of Ie- 
ruſalem in comon with thereſt of the Apoſtles ; then they alſo in 
that time were abſolutely A ——_ and conſequently their charge 
there, was not the charge of Dioceſan Biſhops, but of Apoſtles as 
the Refuter affirmeth, Wherefore, unlefſc he will recall that which 
as yer he ſtandeth forth ro mainteyne ( viz, that the charge which 
Iames had in particular, for the government of the Church art Ic- 
ruſalem was the ſame (and no other then ) that the Apoſtles be- 
forc had in c6mon he muſt bear the loſſe of all his labonr in plea- 
ding for Iames his Biſhoprick; for it will followe neceſſarily upoth 
the premiſſes of the argument before ſer downe; that Iames his 
charge at Ieruſalem, was the charge not of a dioceſan Biſhop , but 
of an Apoſtle. And thus much ſhall ſuffice concerning Iames;let us 
now heare what the D.can (ay for the Biſhopricks of Tim :&Titus, 
| 

Chap. 8. e Anſwering the firit 8. Seftions of the Doflors 4, chap. ' 
lib. 4. and ſhewing that, T imothy and T tw Were not ordey- 

ned Biſhops , as the Doftor ſuppoſeth. 
Rom TIeruſalem the DoRor traveileth ro Epheſas and to Creet, 
in hope to ſhewe the places where, and the perſons whom the 


he ſaith; That it is «pparaet by the epitles of S. Paul to Timothy and Titma, 
that, be bed ordeyned T imothy Biſhop of Epheſus, and T itns of Creete; the 
epiſtle; thewſelve; being the very patternes,aud precedents of the epiſcopall fin- 
ftin . For as the eApoſtler had comined wnio them epiſcopell authoritie both 
3n refpelt of ordinanion and inriſdiftion; which in the epift les 1 pre Gappoſed: 6 
doth be by thoſe epiſt les informe them, and »n them all Biſhops how to exerciſe * 
their funttion , firit in reffett of ordination (44 T it, 1. 5. 1. T mm. 2.22) 
and ſecondly m regard of inr1[diftion, as 1. T 110.4. 3. & 3.19-20.21. 2T im. 

2. 16. Titus 1. 10. 11, and 3.9. Theſe are his wordes and the 
== of his arguments. Where firſt, let the reader obſerve , that 
e bindeth himſelfe tro mainteyne this aſſcrtion,viz. that it is appa- 
rant by the epiſtles of Paul ta Tim. and Tit. that he had ordeyned 
the one Biſhop of Ephefus, and the other Biſhop of Creete. m_ 
eM ; x be 


\ 


ſeR. 1. & 
Apoſtles ordeyned Biſhops , And that firſt our of the ſcriptures, Pag.96. of 


for ſo he promiſeth pag. 72. of his ſermon . And to make it good, the DoR, 


F Part. 2. _— 7 Lit. x; 
if he had as fonndly confirmed , as he did confidently endertake, 
attam effet de certzmine ; the controverſy had foone binended. But 
how ſhould this be made apparant byS.Pauls epiſtles, when he nei- 
ther doth nor can produce from thence any one word that ſound. 
eth that way? Yeaitrepenteth him (as it ſeemeth) that he had ſaid, 
Fe is apparent by bis epiſtles; for in his defence,to prove that Timothy 
and Titus were by $. Paul ordeyned Biſhops of _ us & Creert, 
he maketh this his firſt reaſon; ( Pas: 74.) becauſe in his epiſiles 
written to them, «t s preſappoſed that they were by him or deyned Biſhops 
of thoſe Churehes, and the Antecedent he proveth ( pag. 75.)by this 
argument, becauſe ir i preſuppoſedin the epiſt les , that the «Apoitle bad 
commuted to them epiſcopal authority, both in reſpeft of ordination and jure 
diftion..,to be exerciſed in thoſe Churches, Whereas if he had ſtuck cloſe 
to the wordes of his ſermon; in diſſolving (as now he will needes) 
his ficlt ſentence into a two fold reaſon; he ſhould have argued 
thus 

t is preſuppeſed in the epiſtles to Timothy and T its that, the le bad 
Mid or ca —_— them both in re/Fett of ordination 2: jariſas- 
Fon o'6. Ergo, ut us apparant by thoſe epiſtles that, he had ordeyned thens 
The Dot. ſhops. But (though he awe it ) ke was aſhamed to be ſeene ts 
— argue thus looſely , and as we have often done, ſo againe muſt wee 
changech Bive him leave to change ar his pleaſure not onely his rermes or 
his termes phraſes , bur alſo his very arguments, Bur when he taketh this li- 
and argu» berty, he wrongeth his Refuter again(} all equitic to taxe him ( 2y 
mentes: he doth, both here and hereafter pag. 78. lin. 16. ) for not anſwe- 
and —_ ring his argument . For who can anſwer an objeRion before he 
paxern 3: heareir? And who that conſidereth the tenour of his firſt ſentence 
notan. before ſer downe, would haue dreamed atwofold reaſon to be in- 
ſwering folded therein? Nay , who would not have judged (as the Refuter 
his argu- did) that the later clauſe, had bene a confirmation of the former? 
ment, Buttorake his arguments as he hath nowe tendred them,when he 

faith , 7 is preſuppoſed mm the epiſtles to T inothy and T xr that, Paul bed 
erdeyned thi Biſhops of Epheſus and Creete; if his meaning be that their 
ordination to the epiſcopall charge of thoſe Churches , is preſup- 
ſcd by the Apoſtle in his epiſtles writren tothem; I utterly re- 
ze his aſſertion, as a falſe preſuppoſall { or rather forgerie ) of his - 
owne, which hath;no warrant from any line or lecter in thoſe epi- 
ſtles. And to his proofe thereof (viz. becauſc it is pr:ſuppoſed ig 
tholc epiltles, that the Apoſtle had comigted to them epiſcopall au- 
thoritic, 


GD. * wn a as 1 A ._ 


ring , is an authoritie epiſcopall, that is, proper to Biſhops onelyg 
= that the power and authority of ordination and juriſdiRion, 
was given them, eyther then and not before, when they were ap- 
pointed to ſtay in thoſe places; or there and no where elſe to be ex- 
erciſcd by them . A bare deniall of theſe particulars (falſly preſup. 
poſed by the DoRor)is ſufficient anſier till he prove by Gone pare 
of Pauls epiſtles; that they are by him, preſuppoſed in them. 


His ſecond argument ( in his owne Analyfis )is the ſame which Se&.z.24 

Pag.75.0 
If the epiſtles written to Tim. «nd Tit, be the very patternes and prece- lect.z.p.75 

denas of the eiſcepel fagitin, whereby the Apoſtle informeth thew, and in '** & 17+ 


his Refurer rooke to be the firſt, and ic tandeth thus, 


then all Biſhops 


f, 
But the «Amecedent us true; T herefore the (ouſequent. 

To diſcover the weaknes of the conſequence or propoficion; the 
Do&. was told { anſw. pag. 137. )that the conſequent dependeth 
not upon the Antecedent; but with this ſuppofition(which is falſe} 
that the Apoltle by o—m—_— in theſe epiltles, the rules to be 0b- 
ſerved in ordination and juriſdiction intended to informe Tim. & 
Tit. as —_ and in them all other Biſhops, how to carry them- 
ſelves in thoſe matrers. Andif the DoR. had bin as willing to ap- 
prehend his right meaning, as to pick occafis of quarrelling wit 
outany juſt cauſe given; he might have diſcerned that the ſu 
fition whereof he ſpeaketh is not of the naturall hypothefis of the 
propofirion impugned, bur ſuch a limitation of the Antecedent or 
Aſſamption, as is neceflary to be ſupplyed if he will have the pro- 
poficion or conſequence to paſſe yncontroulted. Wherefore,as he 
might have ſpared his Crocadile-like mourning over his Ref: (.4- 

lus good m.m1; you kno not What, the ſuppoſition of an bypothericall propoſiti= 
ms)ſo, had he weighed his owne rules (lib. 2.cap. 3. ſeR. 3. )for 
the fynding out of that hypotheſis, which in a c6nexive argument 
is wanting to make a perteR (yllogiſme; perhaps he mought have 


perccived the weaknes of his conſequence, which ke would ſeeme 
BOL 


to exerciſe their funition; then T im. and T it, were Bia 


Part 2. D. Downarwes defente oc, Lib. z, 
thoritie both in reſpeR of ordination& juriſdi&ion to be exerciſed 
in thoſe Churches: ) I anſwer, that he mingleth (and that deceipt- 
fully) cruth and falſhood togicher. For though it be true, that the 
epiltles doe preſuppoſe a power of ordination and juriſdiction co- 
micred ro them: yer isir falſe ,(and he but beggeth the queſtion, in 
afſuming it for truth )rhat the authority of ordeyning and cenſu- 
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The DoR, 
diſcerning 
the weak- 
nes of his 

arguments 


exchang- 


eth it, 


The DoR. 


beggeth 
the quelti- 
#0, 
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A Reply #10 Lib, 3. 
not to ſee. Por the true hypotheſis; which isimplyed in this con. 
nexiveargument; and mult be ſupplyed to make it a perfe& ſimple 
ſyllogiſme; can be none other then this; They muft needs be Bi. 
ps and ordeyned to that funion to whom ſuch epiſtles are di. 
re&ed as are patternes and preſidents of the epiſcopall funio &c, 
Or more generally thus , Every perſo ro whoman epiſtle or ſpeach 
isdire&ed, which conteyneth openers or precedet of any fun- 
Rion or direRtions how toexerciſe it ; is vndoubtedly inveſted in 
the ſame funRion . And why now, I pray you ( good Mr. DoR.) 
may not this propoſition be denyed or doubred of? I will ſpare la- 
bour in refuring it; for I ſuppoſe, your (elf perceived the weaknes 
of it, and therefore gave us the exchaunge of an other argument, 
though you pretend another cauſe of the exchange. And ſince you 
will not argue with T, C. (to whoſe an{werthe Ref: dire&ly point- 
ed, as with the finger ) bur are willing to let him reſt in peace: ney- 
ther will I argue againſt DoRor Whirgift,but affoard him the like 
kindeneſs. Onely,whereas you aske the Refurer,how he could be 
ſo ignorant, or without judgment, as to thinthat Do&. whirgift 
in ſpeaking of the office and duty of a Biſhop conteyned in thoſe e- 
piſtles , did meanc onely that deſcription of a Biſhup which is ſet 
downe. 1. Tim. 3; to require yourkindnes, I demaund how you 
could be ſo ignorant, or void of judgment, as to think, that (when 
Door whitgift ſaid, that the whole courſe of the epiſtles written 
to Tim: declareth him to be a Biſhop; ſcing therein is conteyned 
the office and duty of a Biſhop; & diverſe precepts peculiat to that 
fun&ion ) he meant by the office and duty of a Biſhop, that Mini- 
ſtery which is comon to all Miniſters? for ſo you ſceme to inter» 
prete his wordes, when youaffirme (pag. 76.) this to be his meas 
Ring, that direfFion; were given to T imothy, thr the epiitles, for the 
diſcharge of bus office, eyther in refFe(t of the Manftery comon to all Minyſts 
ers, or of but epiſcopall funtFion, cheifly in regard of ordination and juriſastlis. 
And herein you tender his credit leſs then yau would ſeeme when 
you make him to argue in this faſlhien . The epiſtles written to 
Timothy doe give him direQiions for the diſcharge of his epiſcopal 
fun&ion, Ergo they doe declare,that he was a Biſhop:for this were 
ro make him guilty of your owne fault, in begging of the queſtion 
as you doe, when you add to your aſſumption or Antecedent, that 
ſpppoſirion before examined ; for if that be ( as you ſayit is ) the 
playne meaning of the aſſumprion; then your ſecond argument 


beggeth 
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Lik. 2, 97 
beggeth the queſtion in pitrifull manner,rchus; The Apoſtles incene 
in his epiſtles writcen co Tim: and Tit: was coinforme them as Bi- 
ſhops; how roexerciſe their epiſcopall funQis. Ergo, thoſe epiſtles 
ſhew that they were Biſhops . No merveil therefore, if the Door 
were deſirous, to cover the beggery of his reaſoning withthe 5.4, , a4 
ſhredds of a new ſhaped (yllogiſme,which diſputeth chus, pag 37.8 
Whoſoever deſcribing unto T imothy and T itus their office and authority as 78. feR. 3» 
they were governors of the ("hurches of Epheſus c Creet and preſcribing their 
d «ty in the execution thereof, to be performed by them and their ſucceſſors till 
the commy of Chriſt ; d1th fl aaly deſcribe the office and authorine, and pre- 
ſeribe the dutie of Biſhops: he preſuppoſeth thems to be Brſhops, the one of E< 
pheſua, the other of Creete, 
But Paxlin his epiſtles to Timothy and T itua deſcribing unto them their 
office and authorntie as they Were governors of the Churches of Epheſus and 
Creet exc. doth plainely deſcribe the office , and preſcribe the dutie of Biſhops. 
T herefore P aul in bis epiitHes to T imothy and T tus preſuppoſeth thens to 
be Biſhops, the one of Epheſus the other of Creet. | 
Into this new frame he caſteth his argument (as he pretendeth) 
becauſe the Refuter had confounded himſelf, with his owne hypo- 
thericall propoſition: but the reader is rather to judge, that a Elſe 
ſuppoſall of confuſion in his Refurer hath tranſported the DoQor 
inco ſuch a maze, that he hath confounded himnſelfe in his owne The D.c6- 
reaſoning. For where he ſhould (according to his own projeR,ſe&. founderh 
1. of this chapter ) haue given us a ſecond reaſon for his firſt con. himſelte in 
clufion; (ſcz.thar Timothy and Titus were ordeyned Biſhops by S. —_— 
Paul) he now tendrerh us a ſecond proſyllogiſine, to confirme the ***% bs 
antecedent of his firſt argument. But to let him goe free with this 
fault, [ will anſwer this argument as it ſtandech; & ficſt to the pro 
poſition which ( although ir never ſawe the Sun before his defence 
came abroad) he taketh for graunted: becauſe T: C: and bu Refuter 
hve aſſuled itn vaine, $0 he Alattereth himſelt in his awne conceite, 
but all in-vaine . For a meaner Scholler then T .C. or his Refuter 
eyther, may eaſily diſcerne the inconſequence of his propoſitiong 
although he may ſeme to have fortified the preſuppoſall which he 
concludeth, with a double bulwark,both of deſcribing the autho- 
rity and of preſcribing the duty of Biſhops . For S. Paul in his 
ſpeach ro the Elders of Epheſus, Aas. 20. 18. &c. deſcribing his 
owne office and authority as he was the Superintendent of chat 
church &preſident of the presbyterie No plainely Ay” 
cc 


Pos — 


CC EEG err en to A OEP————_ 


_—— ——_———————————  —— —C —— —_ — 


— 


—  — — ——_—— —— — 


I yn —_ - 


Se. 4. ad 


bect. z. pa. 
78. 


Part 2: A Reply onto LI, 2, 


office and authority of all Superintendents or prefidents in part!” 
cular churches; & conſequently preſcribeth che duty which was to 
be performed, by all fach as (ſhould ſucceed inthe like oftice, rill 
the coaiming of Chriſt. Notwithſtanding it were abſurd fro hence 
ro inferre,thar the Apoſtles ſpeach there, preſuppoſerh his ordina- 
tion ro the office of a ſuperintendent or Prefident of the Presbyre« 
ry, in thar Church of Epheſas: wherefore neyrher doth ir follow, 
that the Apoſtle in his epiſtles ro Tim: & Titus preſuppoſerh their 
ordination to the office of Biſhops in the churches of Epheſus and 
Creete, though it ſhould be graunred, that in deſcribing their au- 
rhority,as they were governours of thoſe churches; and in preſcri. 
bing their duty ( ſuch as was to be performed by them and their 
ſucceſſors till Chriſts comming) he both deſcribed the office, and 
preſcribed the duty of Biſhops. But this which he aſſumeth for a 
truth,] rej<R as an affertio no leſfe yoyd of truth then the main c6- 
cluſfion now in queſtion;for itis grounded ap6 this falſe ſuppoſitis 
that none other then dioceſi Biſhops, had inthoſe times or could 
have by ſucceffron, the government of particalar Churches. Now 
let us heare what he can ſay in defence thereof. : 

T he Aſſumption I prove ({aith he ) by thoſe particulars, wherein the e- 
piſcopall authorzmie doth cheifly conflſt, both im refFefQ of ordinetion . T rt. 1.y. 
1. Tim, 5. 22, and alſo of uriſdittion , they being the cenſarers of other Mi- 
eſters dotrine, 1. T mm. 1. 3. 2. Tim, 2. 16. Tit. 1. 10. 11. 3.9. & 
Tndpe of thier perſon and converſation , 1. Tim. 5. 19.20. 21. Tt. 3.10. to 
Which prooftt be anfwereth nothing. Anſwered nothing ! no merveile if 
he had no an{were-to theſe proofes as thry are now fitted to the al- 
fumption of his new ſhapen argumenr : if this be his meamng, his 
beſt freinds ( Ithink) wil ſcarce comend his honeſty or diſcretion, 
Bur if his meaning be , that theſe proofes before layd downe in 
his ſermon received no anſwer at all; dooth he not too much for- 

himſelf ? ſince he taketh notrce m the next page following, of 
this reaſon yeeldedfor the denyall of his aſſumption, viz.thar thoſe 
inſtructions (compriſed in the places alleadged) were not givet to 
Timothy and Titus as Biſhops; bur particularly to then as Evange. 
tiſts, and in generall ro the Presbyters, &c. But ſince this anſwere 
is in his eyes no anſwer at all;let us trie whether it may not be ſayd 
with more truth that hjsproofes whercof he boaſteth are no clear 
proofes, eyther of the principall points before denied; -or of thoſe 
which he now afumeth, He knoweth full well,thathis refater fat- 


ly 
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Jy denijeth(that which he acknowledgeth to be in effe& his aſſum- 

:ioo both before and now,to wit) that S. Paul had any intention 
ro inform Timothy and Titus as Biſhops ; or any other Diaccſan 
Biſhops by them, how to demeane themlelves in thoſe particulars 
of ordination & juriſdiction; hath he any argument to prove this? 
or can he deduce it out of the (criptures before mencioned?Artleaſt 
if he will needs cleave to his laſt aſſumptis, why are not the proofs 
thereof (if he have any) contrived into form of arguments? are his 
{yllogiſmes ſo ſoon at an end? Me thinks he ſhould not expeR any 


h<lpin this caſe from his refuter, whom he judgeth to be but a ve- . 


bungler in the art of Syllogiling ? Yet if it muſt needs be. done 
to his —_—_ ,I will doe my bc, to give it the beſt coate I can, and 
that is this, ; 


they were governors of the (burcbes of Epbrſug and (Feet, ang priſe 
I ſuceeffors 


preſcribe the duty of Biſhops. 


was preſuppoſed by S. Paul in his epiftles to them, in as,much as 
they had that authoriue comitred to them, Here ic js againe pro- 
N, 2 " Uuced 


Tac DoR. 


eth 
helen 
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duced to juſtify the ſame c6cluſion; becauſe if epiſcopall authority 
coiſt in thoſe particularstheS.Pauls deſcribing of their authority 
and preſcribing of their duty in the ſame particulars, argueth the 
authority & duty of Biſhops to be deſcribed in thoſe epiltles &c, 
So to make a ſhew of ſome variety of arguments; one aſſertio muſt 
come twice upon the ſtage, for one purpoſe; & that with an im- 
pudent face to begge, rather then with ſound reaſon from Gods 
word ro cofirme, what is well known to be one of the main points 


controverted. 


For his adding the authority of Gregoric Nazianzen , Chryſo. 


ſeft 4. pag ſtome, Oecumenius, and Gregorie, who teſtify ( as he ſaith ) that 
78,79. 


the epiltles teach Biſhops how to behave themſelves in the church 
of Godjis a ſecret conteſlion that he knoweth not how ro coclude 
from Saint Pauls owne words, that which he yndertooke ro make 
apparant by his epiſtles tro Timothy & Titus, 

Bnt becauſe the Door will needs fitt to this laſt aſumption & 
the proofe thereof, that anſwere which was given to another; I wil 
firſt reduce it ro the parts of his reaſoning; & then peruſe the tor. 
cs which he bendeth againſt it . Whereas therefore he ſaith, that 
epiſcopall authoritie , cheefly conſiſterh inthoſs particulars (of or- 
dination & juriſdiction ) which Timothy and Titus had in charge}. 
if by epiſcopall authoritic he meane that; which Biſhops haue now 
gotren into their hands,and ITE to themſelves, then the 
propoſition is falſe; and the falſchood thereof made plaine by that 
ſuppoſed caſ( of a Democracie it rime changed intoan Ariſtocra- 
cy,and afterward into a Monarchie) layd downe by the Door in 
his Refuters wordes. pag. 79. but if he underſtand by epiſcopal 
authoritie, that which in the Apoſtles times, and with their allow- 
ance , was ſcated in the fun&ion of diocefan Biſhops ; then the aſ. 
ſumption and the proofe thereof is contradicted by the Refuter; 
when he faith, that the direQtions given to Timothy and Tirus(for 
ordination and juriſdition)apperteyned nor to dioceſan Biſhops; 
(for the Apoſtle dreamed of no ſuch ſovereigntie)but in particular 
unto Timothy and Titus by an higher power , as Evanecliſts: & in 

erall ro all the presbyrers,as having the charge of thoſe afaires 
1 their ſevcrall congregations in the Churches right to adminiſter 
them. To impugn this anſwer,firſt he laboureth by two argumets, 
to prove that Timothy and Titus did not perform thoſe things by 
an higher power, Viz» Is becaule they Were to be done by « power Whi:b 

Wa 
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Was to continue it the ("hurch untill the end. 2. becauſe the power whereby 
Bybops doe the things that, T unothy and T xa bad in comiſſion, is (6 much 
of the eApoſtolicall power as was to continue to the end, Burt if the DoGor 
had obſcrved his Refuters meaning,(who by an higher power,un- 
deritandeth that power of office, which was inveſted in the perſons 
of Timothy & Titus for _ Evangeliſts, he might perhaps have 
ived the deceir,that liech in his own reaſoning. For although 
the power of ordeyning and cenſuring conſidered fimply (and in 
generall as the Retuter ſpeaketh) be ſuch as was to continue in the 
esbyters, though now by Biſhops appropriated ro themſelves as 
e alſo granteth: ) yet this hindreth noc, but that (as the Apoſtles, 
ſo) Timothy & Titus being Evangeliſts, did performe thoſe works 
by an higher power,that is, a power ſeated in an higher oftice. Bur 
if his meaning be,that Timothy and Titus did thoſe things by ver- 
rae of an office that was to continue; and that the power of doing 
thoſe works is derived to Biſhops by apoſtolicall allowance; what 
elſe doth he , but continue his old trade of begging? 2. In like 
manner he decciveth himſelfe and his Reader, when he faſtneth a 
contradiction on his refuter in ſaying, the «Apoſtle: dreamed not of 
any ſuch ſovereigntie, as now 14 in Biſhops, above Preſbyters; when he had 
before ſayd , that: Timothy and Tus did the ſame things by an higher 
power ( to wit of their Evangeliſticall tunion) which Biſhops have 
now appropriated to themſelves. #. And he argueth roo looſe. 
ly,when to provea falſhood in the refuters aſfertion(viz.that thoſe 
inſtrugions were given to Timothy and Ticus as Evangeliſts ) he 
ſayth , they Were given them a4 they were particularly aſſigned governours of 
the Churches of Epheſua and Creete . For it was not repugnant ( bur ve- 
ry agreable)ro the office of Erangelits to be aſſigned vnto the go» 
verninenc of particular Churches at the pleaſure of the Apoltles,on 
whom they atrended. 4. In deed,if che DoRor could give us a- 
ny one ſentence in thoſe epiſtles to Timothy & Titus, ſhewing the 
charge of thoſe affaires tq belong properly to Dioceſan Biſhops; I 
would freely confeſſe the Returer haderred in denying it; and af- 
firming the charge thereof ro belong in generall unto the presby- 
ters but though wee hayue wayted all this while, for the demonſtra- 
tion of this poiar tro the Apoſtles writings: yet we heare no neweg 
of any argument, that clearely deduceth this concluſion from any 
word or phraſe, which Paul ufeth in his epiſiles ; onely he ſayth,be 
bath ſufficiently proved this pon before, lib. 3 _ "1 that mw * 
| J 
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der may ſce how worthily he diſputeth there in defenſe of his Dio- 
ceſan Lords; I will pray leave to lay-downe in open viewe , what he 
here referreth us unto. | 
In his third book cap. 3. ſe. 1. he giveth athreefold ſuperio- 

rity unto Biſhops over other Miniſters(viz.ſingularitic of prehemi- 
nenceduring lite , power of ordination and power of juriſdiction) 
all which he groundeth upon Tit. 1.5. And becauſc his Refuter 
had denied Titus ro be a Bithop; he referreth his Reader therefor 
the proofe thereof to that whick was to tollowe,lib.4.cap.4.which 
we hauc now to examine. In themeane time he defireth him to 
take it for granted. In like manner towards the end of that book 
{cap. 5. ſe. 18. ) he argueth that Biſhops had corre&tive power 0- 
ver the presbyrers becauſe Timothy and Titus had ſuch power o0- 
ver the presbyters of Epheſus and Creete , as he proveth (it we 
may bcleeve him)by moſtevident teſtimonyes out of Pauls epililes 
Tit.1.5. 1-Tim.1.3. & 5.19--22, And unto his Refuters anſwere 
(viz, that Tim. and Titus were not Biſhops and that he ſhould ne- 
ver prove they were ) , he returneth this reply. I deſire the Reader 
ro fund bis mdgement , till he come to the proofes on both ſider, 
if be ſhall not find my proofes ((aith he) for their being Buſhops better then bi 
to the contrary , let him beleeve me in nothing. Loe here his wordes, and 
how confidently he relieth aforchand npon his proofes, which he 
meant to produce, for this aſſertion, tha: Tumntby and Tum Were Bi- 
ſhops, Notwithſtanding when he cometh ro make this apparanr, & 
that by the ſcriptures ( yea by S. Pauls epiſtles written unto them) 
the maine i0due of his whole reaſoning,cometh atlaſt-ro this effeR. 

Epiſcopall authoritie conſiſteth cheifly, in the power of ordina- 
tion and juriſdiction. . 

But the authoritie which Timothy and Titus had in the Chur- 
ches of Epheſus and Creet principally conſiſted in the power of or- 
dination and juriſdiction . % 21 

Ergo, their authoritic was epiſcopall; And conſequently they 
were Biſhops . | 

Here now if the propoſition be doubted of or denicd, wee are 

ſent back to this former diſputation; where he begged that this c0-+ 
clufion might be taken for granted, ls there any likelihood (think 


aq you)that we ſhall ever find a good end put to this controverſy, whe 
ſect. 5, & we muſtdancetheround after the Doors pipe, in this-faſhion? 
6, P.49.ÞL, 


But leaving the DoRtor to the readers ſearence therein, ler us 
proceed 
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roceed to that example or ſuppoſall before mencioned;the rather 
br that he moſt proudly in'ulteth over his Refuter as if ke were. a 
Browniſt or Anabaptiſtor had broached ſundry ſchiſmaricall no- 
velties; as I am not aſhamed once againe to lay downe his wordes 
to the readers viewe; fo I duubr not but ro cleare him from thoſe 
foul impurations. Suppyſe(ſaich he ) « Democracy where the common 
wealth is governed by the people , it muit needs be that, in fuch « place there 
_ #relaws, for the chooſing , admitting, ordering and cenſarme of officers; aid 
drriing thems how to 5 4s themſcloes in their officer . What if this go- 
weramer.t fall mo the hand: of the nob1/itie, whrob continue the [ame lawes 
Pill m the ſame caſts ? Whas of ſome one _— then the reſt, at the leſt 
othe bimſclfe ———_— ſtill obſervmy thoſe /andementall lawes, which 
Were #& the firſt eiF abliſhed is is to be [ay4 tht, thoſe lawes Were the very pate 
rernes and precedents of the + Ariftocraticall and Monarchicall government, 
Whereby the firſt maker of thoſe lawes would inform, in the one the nobilitre;m 
the other the Monerchie, and in them all ther hop to exerciſe that ſunitrond 
T be adminiſtration of ("hurch matters tow: hg ordination and iuriſdittion, 
W.4 firft i» the ſeverall (* hurches or congreg «1165 Which by their Preſbyteries 
had the mmaging of all ('hurch-buſines , m proceſſe of time it came 19 be ve- 
Rrreyned to the Clergiz one'y, thi Biſhop and bis preſbyterie of Miniſters one- 
ly; at, lift as things growe worj» and worſe, rhe Biſhop lrke 4 Monarch put 
the reignes «nto his onp ee bands . Now thigh the laives of orditatim and + 
riſtfion , remeine the ſame, a14 the prattiſe alſo in ſome fort. yet are they nor 
putternes and precedents, eyther of the ſecond or third kms of government; 
weyther were they given tomſtrulft, rhe Biſhyp alone, or the Biſhop and bis 
Clergie togither . Theſe are the Refurers words; now the DoR. having 
firſt ſolaced himſelfe in an idle repetition of the particulars, (inter. 
laced with ſcornfull gibes ) ro (hewe the unlearneder ſorte the 
trim Idea ( as he pleaſcth ro ſpeake ) of that diſcipline , which the 
Refuter and his fellow challengers have forged; he cometh ar his 
l:aſure very gravely to refate hrs ſuppoſed novelties , one after an 
other in this order, 

Firlt, i s here preſupp?ſed ( faith he that, every { bwrth indued with 
p?\ver of eccleſs eſticall government, W.4 a pariſh ec . winch dotage } bave 
brfore refuted . Shall Hay, that we have before proved his aſſertion 
(thar the firft Chorches were properly dioceſes) to be a meer: do- 
ta2e?I will rather (ay, he might well have ſpared the menci6 of this 
controverſy; ſing the Refuter doth not once mencion the word 


pariſh or pariſhonall, The ſecond fuppoſed novelty he makerh this - 


that 
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that the forms: of Oburch government «i firft, Was democraticall, or popular; 
the cheif autboruy being n the people hich by the Preſbyterie did ordeme and 
genſare all Church-officers. His Refuters wordes are theſe, T be admi- 
piſtr ation of Church-matters, was firit in the ſeverall Churches or congregati- 
ons, which by their Preſbyters had the munaging of all Chun ch-buſynes. And 
eine, theright wassn the ("hurch , and the execution in the Preſbytery. 
Butdoth the Dodtor ſpeak as he thinketh when he calleth this ſchy- 
waticall novelty,and tor thisclteemeth his Refuter a Browni#t or Ana« 
bapti#t? Knoweth he whome he woundeth in thus cenſuring him & 
his opinion? hath he never obſerved in his reading the Centuries, 
( cent. 2. Col. 134. ) this ſaying. S; quis probatos authores buius ſeenli 
perificiat, videbit forma g-ibernations propemodi democratias ſimulem fu- 
offe . Singule enim eccleſre parem habebant poteiF atem , verbum des pure do. 
cendi, ſacramenta admumniſtrands , abſolvendiet excommunicends, hereticos 
+ [celeratos , miniſtros eligends, ordinands, & juitiſſimas ob cauſas nerum 
deponendi cc. The ſame wordes are recorded alſo in Catalogo. teſt. 
verit. lib. 2. Col. 108. but more dire&ly to purpoſe ſpeaketh D, 
Whicgiſt in his defenſe pag. 180. fa the «Apoſtles trmes the ſtate of the 
Church wa popular , And pag. 182; 7 therefore call it popular- (ſaith he) 
becauſe the ('hurch i ſelf, that 1s, the whole multaug: bad intereft almoſt in 
everything . Shall he be now with the DoRor a Brownift , or Ana- 
baprilt for ſo ſaying? And why ſhall nor Thomas Bell (a profeſſed 
encmiectoall Browniſts,and wholly devoted to the Prelates ſervice) 
be taxed of (chiſmarticall novelty, for teaching as he doth,thar exco- 
mnu1nication preciſely and cheefly perteyneth to the Church, and that ſhe hath 
authority to commu the execution thereof, to ſome ſpecial perſons fit tor that, 
purpoſe, and choſen for that ende? this he ſaith, and this he proveth by 
Chriſtzs wordes Math. 18. 17, 18, dic eccleſie , tell the Church &c. 
thar is to ſay (in his vnderſtanding) vnto the whole congregation. ( (ee 
his regiment of the Church cap. 1 2. (e&. 4.) If his credit be little 
worth which the Do&or; yet me thinks, he ſhould be aſhamed to 
juſtify the Rhemiſts ang Bellarmin againſt Do&or Fulk and Do&. 
Willer,who affirme thar the right and power of the keies and ſo of 
excommunication,belongeth vnto the Churchand the Paſtors & 
prelatesexerciſe ir, as in the name of Chriſt, ſo in the name of the | 
whole Church. ſee DoRor Fulk,anſw. to the Rhem:on 1, Cor. 5. 
[e&. 3. and D. Willet Synopl. cont. 5. queſt. 4. part. 2. 

| But Mr, Beza ( if you will bzleeve the DoR. ) making menci6 
of g9ne Morellius, who pleaded in like manner for the populat go- 
Vcrament 
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vcrament, giveth him this ſtile, Demorraticus quidem finaticus, De 
Minilt, gradibus cap. 23+ pag-155, But Mr Bczacs wordes in that 
place doe ſhewe,that he giveth that ſtile ro eAfore!kws, for no other 
cauſe then this, that he preſumed by word and writing to repre- 
hend that order, which for ele&ion of Church-officers is religiouſ- 
ly and prudently obſerved in the citie of Geneva. Which is ſuch as 
well accordeth with the Refuters do&rine; for it alloweth the 
Church to be eleftiomems ſacrarum conſeia et approbatrix to take notice 
and give approbation; howſoever a prerogative is given to the Pa» 
ſtors & Magiſtrates,to goe before the people in the choiſe. 2. Nor» 
withſtanding the DoRor askerh if it be not a phrenſy to urge the peo- 
ples ſapremacie in Charch government ? and whether there be any ſhea in, 
ſeriptue , or in reaſon that, the ſheep ſhould rule their ſhepherd, or the flock, 
thei Paitor ? Say as much ſhould be graunted as his queſtions im- 
ply ; muſt he nor firſt prove that his Refuter giveth ſupremacie of 
rule unto the ſheep or people over their Paſtor before he can con- 
clude him to be ledde, by a fanaricall ſpirit againſt ſcripture & rea- 
ſon? But is there not want of judgement rather in the Door, that 
imagineth the Paſtor to be ruled, by the ſheep or pzople, when the 
Church , ( which is the whole body } hatk the managing of all 
Church-affaires, by her Presbyters, which are the principall mem- 
bers? Noth not Cyprian that holy Martyr, fay ( lib. 1. epiſt. 4.) 
plebs tpſa maxime baber pereſt ates, vel eligends dignor ſacerdotes wel indige 
nos recuſandi, quod et ipſum videmus de drvina authoritare deſcendere? And 
how oft doth Auſtin ſay, hat Peter ſigmfied the Church, and bare the 
perſon of rs Church; when Chriſt (ayd unto him, T ibi dubo claves eFe.Mat, 
16. (Auguſt. rra&. 50. & 124. 1n Tohan. Item in Pſal. 108, & de 
agonia Chriſti cap. 3o. ) And Gerſon Trilog- 8. queſt. Claves ( in- 
quit) datz ſunt eccleſiz , ut in au primo; & Petro, ut in au ſe. 
cundo, On which words the Biſhop of Chicheſter in his anſwer to 
Tortus, pag} 65. giveth this note 5 Cum vnum bync nomino cum ils 
onellige omnes , qui (onſtantie ſuerunt tn (oncilio , omnes emm idem ſenti- 
wit. But to paſie by many others , the wordes of Ferw( in AR&.1r) 
are worthy of the DoRors obſervation . Perer the Apolile, & cheif 


» of the Apoſtles is conſtreyned to = an account to the Churchz 


neyther doth he diſdeyne it becauſc he knew himſelfe to be, not a 
Lord but a Miniſter of the Church. The Church is the ſpouſe of 
Chriſt, and Lady of the houſe; Peter a ſervant and Miniſter ,Wher- 
fore, rhe Church may not onely exat on account of her —_ 

ut 
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but alſo reje& and depole them, if they be not fir. Andin giving 
this preheminence to the Church above Peter, doth he (peak a- 
gainit rhe ſcripture or againſt reaſon ? Doth not. Paul acknow. 
ledge the ſame, touching himſclfe and his felluw Apoſtles? 1.Cor, 
2.231.22.2. Cor. 4.5. Is itnot then an abſurd fancie (if not 
Cenaio ) ro urge as the DoRor doth , lib. 3. paſſim ) the ſuperio- 
ritic of one Biſhop in an whole Dioceſe or Province, above all the 
Presbyters and people thereof 7 Notwithſtanding as the Refu- 
ter doth no where (ay, ſo neither can ir be gathered fro his words, 
that the form of Church-governmet was at the firſt, or now ought 
ro be wholly democrarticall or popular; the Doctor is not ignorar 
(as appeareth 1.3.p.2.&3.)that his Ref:pleadeth for the Ariſtocra- 
ticall torme of government, as that which 1n his opinio ought to 
be eſtabliſhed in the ſeverall Churches. Neyther doth he therein 
croſle himſclfe, or any of his fcllowes that favour the pariſh diſci- 
pline , for they all (as I am perſwaded) doe hold the eccleſiaſticall 
government to be a mixt forme compounded of all three ſtares,as 
many worthy divines doe confidently mainteyne , Þ, Martyrin 
1. Cor. 5. {ce his Com. plac. claſ. 4. {e&. 9. Barol. de polit. civ.& 
ecclcſiaſtica lib. 2. pag. 42. 43- D. Whitak. de Roman. pontif, 
pag- 13. 14. For as in re{pe& of Chriſt, who is the head , not one- 
ly of the whole Church in generall, but alſo of every particular vi- 
ible Church ( Epheſ. 4. 15. 1. Cor. 12. 27) the Church may be 
truely reputed a Kingdome or Monarchy: {o it hath ſome reſem- 
blance unto a Monarchy, in regard of that preheminence which 
the Paſtor hath above other Church. officers . But becauſe no one 
Paſtor or Biſhop, hath power to governe, or determine cauſes ec- 
clefiaſtical pro ſuoarbitratu after his pleaſure, but ex conſilio compres- 
byterorum , by the Counſell of his tellow-Elders : the regiment of 
the Church more properly reſembleth an Ariſtecracy , And in al- 
much as the peoples conſent is not to be negleRed,, in cauſes: of 
greateſt moment, it agreeth in part with a Democracie: notwithſti- 
ding a meere Democracie , wherein all matters are handled of all (#- 
yu= jure) by an equall right, we doe no lefle deteſt, then that u- 
urped Monarchie of Lordly Prelates, which other reformed Chur- 
ches have aboliſhed. t 

Wherefore the Do&or dreameth of adry ſemmer in a dripping 
yeare, when he ſuppoſeth in his third faxcie, that we hold the lawes 
of Church-goyernment preſcribed in the epiltlesro Tim, & Titus, 
" ro 
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to have bin provided for ſuch a popular ſtate, wherein the people 
doe rule their leaders. They were provided for a mixt ſtate, where- 
in many presbyters ynder the guidance of one Paſtor or preſident, 
doe adminiſter & execute all matters, with the peoples conſent & 
approbation, And in the affirmation as we have the afſent of the 
molt and the beſt divincs of later times (Calvin on Titus. 1. 5. Be- 
za on Tim. Cap. 5. 19- 22. and Tir. 3. 19. and ſundry others) ſo 
we have the Apoſtles owne warrit in the cloſe of his epiſtles , with 
theſe words, grace be With you, or tvith you all. 2. Tim. 22. Tit, 3. 15. for 
by this it appeareth , that what was writren ſpecially by name to 
Timothy and Titus, was intended to be of comon - 4 not onely 
for other Miniſters; bur alſo in ſome ſort to all the Saints, that then 
converſed in thoſe places. Morcover ſince the Apoſtle char - 
geth Titus to obſerve in the ordination of Elders that order which 
he had before enjoyned him ( Tir. 1, 5. ) whence can we better 
derive that order, then from his owne practiſe, and his fellow-A- 
poſtles who uſed aswell in ordination, as in other Church-affaires, 
both the advice and help of other Miniſters; and the approbation 
of the people; as appeareth by theſe ſcriptures. ARs. 1. 15. 23. 
26. and 6. 2.3. and 14-23. and 15.6.22.'23. 1. Cor. 5. 3-4. & 
2, Cor, 2. 10. The Do&or thereforeis miſledd by his owne con- 
ccit , when he imagineth that the Apoſtles wordes unto Timothy 
and Titus, ( Lay not handes raſbly cc. And doe thou evoid an Herenick ) 

did ſo cloſe up all power of ordination and juriſdiction in their 
handes, that neyther people nor presbyrers, had or might haye a- 
ny ſtroak at all in thoſe matters. As for his gibing obje&ion. Pe. 
like the Whole T(land rf Creete vas @ pariſh too; it deſerveth no other an- 
ſwer then this ; when he juſtifyeth his colleQion , from any words 
in his refuters anſwer; I will acknowledge him for an honeſt man: 

mean while ler the reader take notice of this , that the DoRor (in 

a fewe leaves after pag. 88) noteth this ſpeach of his refuter, tha, 

(reet had many (barches ; which argueth neceſſarily; that the whole 
land could not be one onely pariſh . ans 

- Thelaſt fancy falfly fained by the DoRor is this, th:zt, rhe populay 


ſtate of the ſeverall Charches , did firſt degenerate mro an Ariſtocracie , and 


after mto « Monarchie; he ſhould haue ſayd,, that the well rempered 

emocracie, did degenerate firſt intoa ſimple Ariſtocracie,& after 
Wto an abſolute Monarchy: But he endeavoreth to ſhewe that the 
Kverall Churches were at the i”) Monarchically,to wit, 
: Us by 
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by the Apoſtles , or Apoſtolicall men ſeverally . For Apoſtles he 
nameth lames that ruled perpetually ; and Peter and Paul &c,'for 
atime. And of Apoſtolicall men that were perperuall governors 
he hath good ſtore, as Mark, Timothy, Titus, Evodius, Sim6 the 
ſonne of Cleophas &c. But where arc his proofes that all theſe or 
any of them, governed Monarchically;and by their ſole authority, 
Concerning Iames it is already ſhewed , that his government was 
farre ſhort of that ſole authoritie, which our Biſhops carry at this 
day, in the managing of Church-caules. And by that which hath 
bene now ſayd concerning Timothy & Ticus, the ſame miay be af. 
firmed of their government in the Churches of Epheſus & Creet, 
Burt he asketh whether Paul did not comitt the ordination of Mi- 
niſtcrs unto Titus , without mentioning eyther of Presbyzerie or 
people 2 And -we may ask him, what mention he finde th there,of 
prayers, or hands-impoſition , which ought to concurre with or- 
dination?if he can include them(as being vnderſtood)in the word 
kataſteſss Tit.1.5; wee have as good reaſon to include the aſſiſtance 
of other presbyrers,and the peoples approbation in the words fol. 
lowing, hoos egoo ſ6i dietaxamen «s f have appointed thee: Quis enins cre- 
dat, Paulum ec. who may beleeve Paul otherwiſe to have ordered T its 
then be and the reſt of the eApoiiles themſelves had in 2ſe? Muſcul.loc.co, 
dcelc&, Miniſt. Againe, he asketh or rather argueth in this man. 
ner . eAre not all his precepts for ordination and C burch-government. dire. 
Hed onely to T itus for Creete , and to T imothy for Epheſus? and doth fiot 
this evidently (ſhewe , that (howſocver they might uſe exther the preſence or 
conſent of the people or the counſell &> adruſe of the preſbyter in carſes of yrea, 
veſt moment , as Princes alſs doe in comon-wealths, yet ) the ſway of ecchſra- 
fticali government was in them? If there bz any evidence or ſtrength of 
truth in this reaſon, the the like muſt be acknowledged in this that 
folioweth; Our Saviour Chriſt dire&eth in ſin2ular termes vnto 
Peter onely both his whol ſpzach concerning the keies of his king 
Gome , andthe power thereof; Math. 16. and that precept of feed- 
ing his ſheep and lambes, and of confirming his brethren. Ioh: 21. 
15.17. Luk.22.32. Wherefore however Perer might uſe the help 
and a{ſiſtance of his fellow- Apoſtles in all thoſe workes; and the | 
preſence or conſent of the people,in the adminiſt:ati of the keies; 
et the cheef power and ſway of all was in him alone. Good newes 
for Rome , if the DoRor will give allowance to his argument; bur 
the truth is , fuch angular ſpeaches diredted to one onely, doe nor 


argue 
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argue in thatone any ſuch preheminent power , as the Romaniſts 
and Prelatiſts doe from thence gather. - Sothar ſince the DoR.can 


's not prove that Timothy and Titus, had any ſuch ſingolar and ſok 

c power in Church-government, as the Door judgeth to be due 

'r unto Biſhops; it is plaine that he buildeth upon a vayne and falfe 

A preſuppoſall, when he ſaith, it is preſuppoſed in the epiſtles ro Ti- 

s mothy and Tirus , that they had epiſcopall authoriti:; and that the 

p direRions given to them were precedents for dioceſan Biſhops, in 

h the cxercile of their funGion. 

£ But for the;proote of this, he hath another argument in ftore, 

bk thus framed, - -, " 

k | Thoſe things Which Were Written to informe not Timothy and T itu9 ale, Set, 1,44 
r 4s extraordinary perſons, but thers and their ſucceſſors to the worlds end; were ſet. 7, pag 
f Written to wiforme droceſan Biſhops, 33. 
k But thoſe epiſtles were written to wnforme not T imothy and T itus alove 

4 as extraordinary perſons; but them and their ſucceſſors to the Worlds end, 

e T herefore they were wruten to informe duceſan Bilbops. 

b Vato the Aſſumption the Refuter anſwereth by diſtinaio thus, 

b that it is true if war yr of ſucceſſors in authority or power of 

7 rforming the ſame works, bur falſe, if meant of ſucceſfion in the 

Y ame office. The Do&. therefore firſt indeavoureth ro prove what 

k his Refuter denyeth and yetin the winding up of all, would per- 

, ſxade his reader, that what the Retuter granted is ſufficient for the 

x truth of his afſlamption. Bur he is ro be advertized, that vnleſſe 

- he make good what his Refuter denyeth,he cannot conclude what 

| he vndertaketh. For whether we look to his former aſſertion, which 

| he ſaith is here againe proved, himſelte doth thus explaine ir. (ſc&. 

l 3. inthe begining ).chat in the epiſtles to Tim, and Titus, S. Paul 


intended to informe them as Dioceſan Biſhops, and in them all 0+ 
ther Dioceſans: or whether wee look to the nearct ſcoape of his 
wordes in his ſermon (pag. 74.) it is evident, he there intendeth, 
to prove that which he ſuppoſed would be anſwered to his former 
| obzeRion ( viz. that the things ſpoken to Timothy and Titus, were 
| ſpoken to them as extraordinarie perſons, whoſe authority.( he 
p21 ſhould have ſayd office)ſhould die with them) which cannot be re- 
* moved vnleſſe he prove that they were ſpoken to them as perfons 
bearing an ordinatic fungion ; wherein their ſucceſſors ſhould en- 
joy the ſame authoririe tothe worlds end. Neyther is this to deny 

his concluſion, as hg fallely affirmerhz - ro contradid his aſſa-; 
; ption 
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prion in that ſenſe, which is neccflaric ro make it g60d ; becauſe 
otherwiſe he argueth not ad idem. Let us therefore ſee ho wv well 
his proofesare tirted to the aſſumption. f prove it, ſaith he, fr## by 
teftunome both of Paul and of « Ambroſe; and after by reaſon. And firſt by 
S. Pauls teſtimonic , that he ſtreztcly chargerb T mothy that, the commen- 
dements and direftions which be gave him, ſhould be kept inviolable, ntl 
the appearing of our Lord leſs . 1.T tm. 6.14, Ergo, they were to be per- 
formed by ſuch as ſhould beve the like axtbority(and the (ame office) to the 
end, The conſequence of this Enthymeme dependeth upon this 
propoſition, That the commaundements and dire&ions given in 
charge unto Timothy , could not be kept inviolable unto the end, 
without a ſucceſſion of ſuch as ſhould have not only the like autho- 
ritic , but alſo the {ame office untill the end ofthe world . The 
which is flatly denyed, and cannot be fortifyed by that which fol. 
loweth ( (cz: that thoſe commandements could not be performed 
in the perſon of Timothy who was not to continue to the end) ſe» 
ing the mCbers of his diſtun&ion are inſufficient,when he taketh it 
for graunted , that. thoſe comaundements mult be performed eyther in T i- 
m1thees own perſon,or in ſuch as ſucceeded him in the ſame funttion.: for the 
DoGor cannot be ignorant, that the comandement which Chriſt 
gave to his Apoltles ( Mach. 28. 19, 20.) tor preaching and bapri« 
/ing, was to be kept inviolable unto the coming of Chriſt : ney- 
ther could it be peformed by the Apoſtles alway in their own per- 
ſons , or by ſuch as ſucceeded them in the Apoſtolike funRion. 'It 
is performed ( as all the world knoweth ) by ſucceſſors in a diffe. 
rent fun&io,which haue authoritie to doe the ſame works; though 
neirher in the ſame oftice , nor yet with that ample comiſſion for 
the extent of their juriſdiction. In like manner the Retuter ſaith, 
that the comaundements given toTimothy and Titus for ordinati- 
on and jurifdi&ion, were continued in the Church by presbyrers, 
which tuccceded them (though in a diftcring office ) according to 
that ordinary courſe , which God had appointed for his Church. 

Thus much for S. Paul, whom the Doctor now leaveth and cra- 


2s veth help of Mr. Calvin, T.C. and others to conclude his purpoſe: 
? ſcz, that the commandements given to Timothy, were to be per- 


formed by ſuch as ſucceeded him inthe ſame office. er (alvin., 
ſaith he, vnderſtandeth in the name of the comandement thoſe things where. 
of be had hitherto diſcourſed concerning the offite of Timothy. And doe'not 
we alfounderitand the things or works given in charge, under the 

F* - name 
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governed; (a5 without juryaiftwn), nor continued (as Without ordination.) 


- ſacceeded them. Wherevmo | anſwer as before; if he {peak of ſuc. 
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Part 2, 
name of cthecommandement? Neyther deny we that thoſe things 
belonged to the office or miniſtery of Timothy. Yee we refuſe thar 
ſucceſii0n in the ſame miniſteriall fanRion, which the DoR. would 
wring (if he could tell how ) out of Pauls charge to performe the 


things ſo comanded untill Chriſts ſecond coming. 2. Trucit is, 

that T. C. and others finding among other precepts in Pauls epi- 

ſtles ro Timothy this, thats the ing Elders are 10 be honoured at 

well as the Teachers, doe from thence conclude the Continuance of 

both funRions; and why ſhould they not, fince the continuance of 

Biſhops and Deacons is of all interpreters rightly gathered fro the 

rules that are layd down concerning their tunQions. 1.Tim.z, the 

former being no leſs ordinary, and perpetually neceſſary, then the 

later. Yet the continuance of Timothy his office cannot be con- 

cluded vpon the ſame ground, till it may appeare that his funRion 

was alſo perperuall and not extraordinary. 4+ As for the teſti- 

mony of Ambroſe , it nothing helpeth the DoRor , except ir be to 

ſhewe, how grofly he plaicth the Sophiſter in thus arguing. S.Paul 

in his words. 1.Tim.6.14. hath regard unto Timothees ſucceſſc rs, 

that they afcer his example might continue the wel ordering of the | 

Church. So faith S. Ambroſe. Ergo, in his underſtanding (ſaith | 

the DoR.)he meant ſuch as ſucceeded Timothy in the ſame office, 

As though the Fathers did confound the offices of Apoſtles & E- 

vangeliſts with thoſe Paſtors & Biſhops , which ſucceeded them in 

the rule and government of the Churches , becauſe they ſay the la. 

ter were ſucceſſors to the former, | | 
4. His reaſon followeth now to be examined. Whatſcever autho- 

rity 4s perpetually neceſſary ; and (uch as torthour Which , the Church neyther 

can be governed, nor yet continued; the (ane is not peculier to extraordmar y 

perſons,or to die With them: but by ax ordmary derivation to be continued 

their ſucceſſors . But the authority commuted fs T imothy and Tit, was 

perperually neceſſary and (#ch as without which , the ( hurch neyther can be 


T herefore the authority committed to them ,wvas not peculiar to them as extra- 
ordinary perſons , but by an ordinary derivation to be continued m thoſe that 


ceſſio at large in authority onely; he wandreth from the queſtion: 
If of fucce(fion in the ſane office; I difclaime the larer braunch of 
the propoſition; for all men knowe by the perperuity of Paſtorall 


authority, by which the word and ſacramentsare ſtill cominned 
in 
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in the Church: ( whereas the diſpenſation of theſe holy things was 
firſt commitred by Chriſt to the Apoltles Math. 28; 19. 20. )that 
the perpetuall neceſſity of an authority to performe this or thar 
miniſteriall work, doth nor neceſſarily require any to ſucceed in 
the (ame fun&Rion that fuſt enjoyed that authority, And this is ſo 
evident a truth , that rather then the Doctor will contradiR it, he 
will become non-ſuife in this point; and perſwade his Reader,if he 
can, that ſucceſſion in;authority onely ( which was never denyed) 


is (ufticient for his purpoſe, the contrary whereot is before ſutfict- 
ently made manifcit. | 


Seft. 1z.2d To follow him therfore in thedefence of his propofitis he ſaith, 
ſect, 8.PAS it is ground:don this ir, that dvoceſan Biſhops were the ſucceſſors of 
be, T imothy and Titus; and therefore reaſoneth thus, 

7f rue ſucceſſors of Timothy and T itus Were dioceſan Biſhops 3 then thoſe 
things which vere wracren to inſorme their ſucceſſors; were written toinforme 
dzreſan Biſhops. 

But the ſucceſſors of T imothy &- T itus, Were dioceſan Biſhops. 

T berefore thoſe things this were written to triforme their ſucceſſors, were 
written to mforme dioceſan Brſhops. 

Here the Door is aggine to be advertiſed, thar the true hypo. 
theſis of the former propdfition is this; that dioceſan Biſhops nor 
onely de fatto were; but 4lſo de jure ought to haye been ſucceſſors 
ynto Timothy & Titus, iy the exerciſe of theirauthority ; & there- 
fore the conſequence of the later propoſition , which mencionerh 
their ſucceſſion de fao ohely, is too weake; for vnleſs it were cer- 
tcine that S, Paul intended that dioceſan Biſhops ſhould ſucceede 
thens;his writing of purpdſe todire their ſucce(ſors;cannor argue 
that he meant by them to informe dioceſan Biſhops, It had bio 
fit therefore , the DbRor had ſhewed from ſome wordes of the A- 
poſtle in theſe epiſtles, or from ſome other Scriptures, that the A- 
poſtle aymed at the ſucceſſioof ſuch Biſhops;but this was roo hard 
a task for him; and therefore he perſwadeth his reader, that their 
ſucceſſion de jure cannot be denied , if their ſucceſſion de fako be 
proved. Which he indeavoreth by two arguments. 

Firſt by this diſiunRion, Euhey dioceſav Biſhops vwere their ſucceſiors, 
or the <4 Lara or the Whole congregation. But ueyther thepreſbyternes, 
nor the whole congregation... Ergo dioceſan Biſhops, 

As forthe laſt member of this diſiunGion, it is abſurdly added 
by the Door, howlocyer he would ſeem to haue done it to pow 
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| leadgeth, that t 
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his Ref: for although he (ay that the right was in the church; yer ho 
giveth the execution to the presbyrery of cach congregati6:neyther 
yct is he ſo to be vnderſtood,as it he denied a preheminence for or 
der ſake, vnto ſome one to be the mouth of thereſt , in executing 
that which was by the whole presbyrery decreed. Which prehemi- 
nence as it did by right belonge to Timothy & Tirus in regarde of 
their Evangeliſticall tunction during their {tay 1n thoſe places; ſoit 
was devolved after their departureto him that was primuspresby- 
ter, or proeftoos preſident of the preſbyters; that is to ſay, meach 
congregation,to the Paſtor; and in a Synode or aſſembly of the Pa» 
{tors and presbyters of many Churches to that one which with the 
conſent, & choyſe of his brethren moderated the ation. If there- 
fore he ſpeak of ſucceſſors vnto Timothy & Titus , in that ſpeciall 
prefidencie, which they held at Epheſus and in Creete; his diſiun- 

&ion i5 to be diſclaimed as inſufficient; becauſe it wanteth the me- 

tion of [uch a preſident as we give to each presbyrerie and Synode, 

His ſecond argument, followeth in this forme; 

T hoſe Who ſucceeded T imothy and Tu in the government of the Chur- 
ches of Epheſus and (rect , were their ſucceſſors: But the Biſhops of Epheſiaa 
and (reet did ſucceed Timothy Titus in the | ea of thoſe (*hurcbes. 
T berefore they (viz, Dwceſen Biſhops) were their ſucceſſors, 


Well may you ſce,the Doct. would faine be thought to be rich, The Bo@, 


when in deed he is poore. For is this argument any better then a ——_ n X 
y 


. udem pe 
one to {ucceed them in the government of thoſe Churches; and ro ; / >= aan 


beggerly proying of the point denyed by the ſelf ſame? 1s it nor all 


be their ſucceſſors in the ike authoritic? Perhaps he meancth now 
to conclude ( though beforc he ſayd it was needleſlce) that Dioceſi 
Biſhops were their ſucceſſors in office: if ſo,then hath he ſomewhar 
more to doe then he expeccth, he mult prove his propoſitio which 
he begged . Mcane while ( till his meaning herein be knowne) I 
flatly deny his aſſumption , and am ready once agaieto liſten ro 
his provtes of this propoſition, that dioceſan Biſhops ſucceeded Tums- 
thy and Titus in the likes power of government over the Churches of Epheſus & 
Creete. 


Firſt, nn Timothies ſucceſſors in Epheſus, whereas he al- Se8. r3.24 
e Angel of the Church of Epheſus, Apoc. 2. 1, P?$+ 36, & 
was one of Timothies next ſucceſſours, he was anſwered, that he $7. 


doth but redioufy the queſtion in aſſuming that the ſame 
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Angell was a Dioceſan Bilhop; and = overpalling this young + he 
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ſucceeded Timothy in the government &c. Wherein if he ſhou 
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if he ſawe it not) he appealeth to his Refnters conſcience, whether 
that Angel was not the Biſhop or governour of the ("burch of Epos, - 

gratitye 
him, with the graunt of as much as he deſireth,ſcz.that the Angel 
was one ſingular perſon & a Biſhop , yea and a ſuccefſourunto Ti. 
mothy and one of thoſe 27 Biſhops mentioned by Leontius in the 
Councell of Calcedon; yer(the DoRor isnever the neer) it will nor 
follow that he was a dioceſan Biſhop;for that other braunch of the 
Refuters anſwer unto Leontius teſtimony ſtandeth yer unremoved, 
viz.that bow(oever the later of theſe 27 Biſhops might be Duoceſas;yer the for- 
wer Were not. The DoRor ſayth, 7t i certayne that both the later and the 
former vere not onely Dioceſan , but alſo Metropolitan Biſhops ; bnt I an- 
$vecr,he is much deceived, if he think we will take his bare affirma- 
rion;fe #5 cerresne, for a ſufficient confirmation of the matter in que- 
ſtion. And if Timothies imediate ſucceſſours were ( for centeinty) 
Metropolitan Biſhops, why is the DoRor ſe fearfull, as he feemeth 
to be (lib. 2. pag. 114. & lib.4- pag. 131.) toaſcribe their originall 
alſo to the Apoſtles inſticurion? And why doth he by conſequence 
contradi& it, in ſaying, Ir i evident and cannot be denyed, but that there 
were dioceſan Biſhops , ſuch as ours before there were any Metropoltans? lib, 
3 . pag. 20. & lib. 4. pag. 7. for me thinks he ſhould bluſh to af- 
firme, that Timothy and Titus were bare Dioceſans, if their ime- 
diate ſucceſſors were Mctropolitans. 

As touching Creet, and ſucceſſion to Titus in the government 
thereof , the DoRor confeſſeth,that he hath not any where read of 
his next ſucceſſor, The firſt that he findeth to haue that ample go» 
yernment , was Philip mencioned by Dionyſius of Corinth, apud 
Euſeb. lib. 4. Cap. 21. & 23. Yet betweene him and Titus, there 
is an apparant difference; for Philip had the ſpeciall charge of the 
Church of Gortyna; whereas Titus wasequally truſted by the Apo- 
ſle, with the overſight of all the Churches in the whole land. He, 
addeth , ehough there were no drre{t proofe that Dioceſan or Provincial Bi- 
ſhops, were the ſucceſſors of Timothy and Titma, yet it might eaſily be gathered 
by other Churches from whoſe forme of government, Epheſus and (reet vari- 
ed not . After having ſayd, that «Hark at eAlexandria, Evodins at - 
eAnioche, & Linus at Rowe had the fame authoritie that Timothy 
and Titus had, he argueth demonſtratively in this manner; 

It mey not be doubted but that each of theſe had Biſhops ( be ſhould bave 
ſy, Divceſan Biſhops ) to cheir ſucceſſors in the eApoſtlet tines, There- 
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ceſſors of Tymothy and T uns. 


Whereto I anſwer . It ſeemeth then the Refuter is notto be bla- 


med for eſtceming the later a ſtrange point, if ghe former may be 
doubted , and why ſhould he not make a doubt of ir, ſcing the D. 
hath no better teſtimony, or reaſon to confirme it, then his owne 
naked affirmation, 7t canner be deryed. Thus we have ſeene the Do, 
beſt defence: for that epiſcopall tunfion, which he giveth to Ti- 
mothy & Tirus,his next labour is to remove the obje&ions made 
againlt his aſſertion, 


Chap. 9. (oncerning the firſt obieftion ag ainit the Bifhopric kg of T i« 
=P wothy and T its bandled by the Dottor, lib. 4, cap. 4. ſet. gs 
and 10, pag. #9--92- 


Tb. 2. 
fore the Refluter ſhould net makg it ſo ſtrange, thet Dioceſan Biſhops were ſue- | 


He firſt objeRion he layeth downe in theſe wordes, That, Ti- SeR.r.ad 


mothy and T1114 may ſeeme not to have bm appointed Biſhops of Epheſus 

and ( ma they pi jon continue there, but Were —_— <br. = 
ces, Wherein,although the Doctor hath omitted the maine point, 
that ſhould give ſtrength to the conſequence (viz. that they conti- 
nued there by the band of their office, as being aftixed to the per- 
petuall charge of thoſe Churches :) yet as if the Refuter had made 
choiſe of his owne wordes, & contrived it for his beſt adyantaggy 
hetelleth the reader, it is an objection of his owne framing . Burt ir 
is uſuall with him, when he would ſeem to remove our objeRions, 
to fit them to his owne ſtrength, that his anſwer may ſeeme to car- 
ry thevicory with it, Otherwiſe ſince himſelfe aſſenteth(pag.94) 
to this difference, between the fundtion of Evangeliſts and Bibops, 
that the former were not tied ro any one place, as the later are, he 
might (and in upright dealing onghr ) to haue framed to himlſelfe 
at the firſt this objection, viz. that Timothy and Titus were not ti- 
ed or bound to attend during life, on the charge of thoſe Chur- 
ches in Epheſus & Creet; and therefore they were not by Paul or- 
deyned Biſhops of thoſe Churches. Bur then his diſtin&tion of per« 
petal and ordinarie reſidence , would not have reached to impugne, 
eyther the antecedent or the conſequence of the argument. For 
the conſequence implyeth this propoſition, that, «ll whos the Apo- 
files ordeyned Biſhops of particuler Churches, vere affixed or bannd 10 thy per» 


petuall charge of theſe Churches, This if the _ deny, it may _ | 
a s 
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be proved by the lawe of God and man ,'and by the teſtimony of 

the beſt writers in all ages; but ] will ſpare this labour,ſcing the D 

himſelſe cannot impugne it (as I ſuppoſe ) without contradiftion 

to himſelfe. For haw can Biſhops enjoy by the prerogative of their 

fun&ion, z ſingularity of preheminence daring lite ; it their alfign- 

mene to the charge of the Church which they holde, bindeth the 

notto atrend onthe feeding and overſight thereot, as long as they 

live? Igraunt that Biſhops may upon ſpeciall and extraordinarie 

occaſion , not onely traveile to other places; but alſo be remoyed 

unto other Churches : but in their abſence they remaine bound to 

the charge of the Church firlt comitted ro them; till by a lawfull 

calling they be remoyed,to the ſetled overſight of an other church. 

Wherefore an ordinary reſidence in Epheſus and Creet,is not ſuffi. 

cicat to prove that they were Biſhops of thoſe Churches; unleſle it 

may alſo appeare that they were bound to the perpetuall charge 
there of ; and that the ſame band recalled them back, when thoſe 
extraordinaric matters were diſpatched, which called them away 
far atime, But this is more then he can prove, eyther by teſtima. 
ny of ſcripture, or any other evidence. If he will conclude ſuch a 
band of continuance from the Apoſtles wordes: 1, Tim. 1. 3. and 
Tit. r, 5. he muſt argue thus; 

Paul requeied T rmothy proſmenein, to continme ſtill in Epheſus ; and 
appointed T us eptdiorthoſai ta leponta , to continxe to redreſſe What, was 
wanting in Creete. Ergo they were bound to make their ordmary reſidencs 
there (5 having the proper charge of thoſe churches ) durmy life, 

If there be any ſtrength in this conſequence , then there muſt 
be a truth in this propoſition, that men are bound to make 
their ordinarie reſidence,during lite in thoſe places, where they are 
eyther requeſted proſmeinas , or Ictt epidiorthoſai &c, Bur the Door 
is not able (with all his skill) to prove a continuance (ot ordinarie 
reſiance ) during life , much leſſe any band or tie unto ſuch conti- 
nuance ; in the wordes of the Apoſtle before mencioned. For it 
appeareth that a farre ſhorter continuance ( and that without any 
band of office or calling therevnto ) is noted by the word proſme 
wein, Mat, 15. 32. Mark.8.2, and AQ.18.18, And Grammariang 
doe teach that the word hath ſometimes the ſignificatis of expr{ts, 
totarry or wayte for an others coming; which conſtruRion, as it 
doth well accord with the Apoſtles words , 1. Tim, 4. 13. (ill 


'$ompe gave areendancs to exheriation &c:' ) {0 it was of ancient times re. 
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«cived , 2s g=_ by the reading which Auguſtin (lib. 2. cont, 

Parmen.) followed, Rogavi te ut ſuſtineres me; | requeſted thee to tary 
me at Epheſus, And certeynly theſe words Till 1 come, compared 

with the former, / requeſted thee to abide or ſtay for me at, Epheſus doe 

argue very ſtrogly that Paul had no purpoſe to bind him unto per- 

petuall reſidence thereas a Bithop on his perpetuall charge. $: Ti- 

motheus erat epiſcopus Epheſinus, fuir ne roganAus ur in ſua pa- 

rzcia maneret &. Let Mr Doctor read Sadcel to Turrians ſo- 
iſmes . loc. 12, ſeR. 8. 

And as for the word epidiorthooſe, Tit. .5.it is nothing elſe withSca- 
pula(in his Lexico then #1ſaper emendo velcorrigo,to ad an amedemer 
fault, or corre& ſomewhat alreadie done or ipoken, for as there is 
prodiorthooſis, a fore amendement of anevill , by preventing it , be- 
fore it breake out; ſo 1s there alſo epidiorrhooſis, an atrer amende- 
ment of a fault already comitred.(ſce Aretius in Tir. 1. 5. ) Where 
fore a continuance in redreſſing is not neceſſarily implyed in the 
Greek word, as the DoQor may turther ſee (tor his learning ) not 
onely by the reading, which. his Mr(the Biſhop of Wincheſter)em- 
braceth (perpet. gover. pag. 47. & 299.) bur alſo by that tranſ4. 
tion , which the two laſt Church-bibles doe reteine, I left thee t2., 
in (vega , that thou (houldest ſet in order the things that are wantu. 8 (or bſee 
wndone.) Truc it is, that ſome wryters of good note, ( to expreſle 
the force of the prepoſttioneps ) doe preterre this or the like read- 
ing:? fe chee in Creta (ut pergas corrigere)that thou ſhouldeſt goe for. 
ward(or continue )to redrefſe &c. thereby to ſignify rhat Titus ſuc- 
ceded Paul , as one pur in truſt ro continue the work begun, and 
to finiſh that which was lefr unpertet. But even they which doe 
uree this ſignification ot the word, doe notwithſtanding acknow- 
ledae ,the time of his continuance in Creta, to be very thort; (ſce 
Calvin , Piſcator, Beza and others in Titus 1.5, Wherefore the 
Do&ors colle&ion (which from the Apoſtles words inferreth that * 
Titus was not lefte there for a brunr ( to fet things in order) & ſo 
to come away,but ro continue redreſfing what ſhould be amiſle, 
and ſtill ro keep that Church in reparation)is a falſe gloſſe. Which 
as it hath no warrant from the word epi462rchooſas; ſo it crofeth the 
true meaning of thoſe worls , tn lripona, things remayrwng , for they 
ſhew that he was left there tor the re&itying of thote things, which 
by the Apoſtles departure thence, remayned out of order: and not 
for the repairing of ſuch future deteRts , as the DoRor conceiveth 
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might ariſe , by reaſon of the death of Biſhops and Presbyrters ,ang 
many perſonall corruptions in do&rine, diſcipline and manners, 
whereunto the Church was ſubjeR; for that the Apoſtle aymed ax 
any ſuch defe&s, and their redreſliing , it is more then he will be a. 
ble to prove in haſt. 

But though he cannot make good his owne colleRion from the 
Apoſtles words 1. Tim. 1. 3. & Tit. 1. 5; yet hecancaſlily throw 
downe his Refuters inferences, which conclude that Timothy and 
Titus were no Biſhops, becauſe Titus was ſent for out of Candy to 
Rome, and from thence diſpatched into Dalmatia, And Timothy 
was not at Epheſus, when the ſecond epiſtle was written to him; & 
he Kaied for ſome good time, with Paul at Rome. Theſe ( ſaith the 
Door ) are goodly enſtrences , to oppoſe to the evidence gathered out of the 
epiſHles,But in vaine braggeth he of his cvidence gathered out of the 
epiltles, ſince it is made maniteſt, that che epiſtles have nothing to 
further his purpoſe. And he wrongeth both Refuter and Reader,in 
concealing the maine ſtrength of thoſe Inferences, which he men- 
cioneth; for from thoſe teſtimonies of Timothy and Titus their re» 
moving to diverſe ow afrer their ſtay in Epheſus and Cretaz he 
firſt colleteth, That the Apoitles tooke the ſame courſe of implying Ti- 
wothy and Titus in their Evangeliſticall funttion Which he had 4s. br 
done; and thereupon asketh, who may be ſo bolde or unreaſonable, as to 
i«m1gine that Paulbad made the one Biſhop of Epheſus, e& the other eArch 
Biſhop of (reet . The DoR, therefore might have ſcene ( if he would) 
that his Refuter argueth to this purpoſe. 

They whom the Apoitles implyed in their Evangehiſticall funttion, after 
their ſtay at. Epheſaein (reta like as be bad uſually done before: they(f ſay ) 
were not made Biſhops by bim, the one of Epheſus,the other of (fret: 

But T imothy and T 1tus Were ſo imployed after they bad been lefte in E- 
pheſus and in Creet, T herefore they Were not made Bi ſhops by the Apoſtle of 
Epheſus & Creet. 

The propoſition; he deemed fo plaine, that he thought none 
would be ſo bold or vnreaſonable as to deny it: for could not the 
Apoſtle foreſee, what uſe he was like ro have further of them? or 
could he not find others, which were at liberty, whom he mighr 
ſend hither & thither&c, The aſſaptio he proved by their removes 
before mencioned. To all which the Door maketh no other an- 
fwer chena denyall of the concluſion, in ſaying, 7 is intolerable bold- 
26s and arrocance not 10 acknoviedge that, Paul had made thees ym 
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Onely he contradicth him for ſaying, that Timothy Was nor at, E- 
= when the ſecond epi/He Was Written 10 bim: which though itmay 
mainteyned up© better probability then the DoR. hath to im- 
pugne it, yet ) I willingly cn for our purpoſe it is ſufti- 
cient; that other places of ſcripture ſufficiently witneſſe, his atten- 
| dance on Paul, he was left at Epheſus . For as he ſent for him 
ro come to Rome ( 2. Tim. 4. 9. 21.) ſo he was there with him at 
| the writing of his epiſtles to the Philippians & Coloſſians and to 
| Philemon as their inſcriptions ( verſ. 1. of cach epiſtle ) doc ſhew: 
| And from thence he was ſent to the Philippians in Macedonia, as 
may well be conjeured by Pauls own words, Phil. 2. 19. 23. And 
ro the Hebrewes he faith, (Cap.13. 23. ) know that our brother 
Timothy is delivered : with whom ( it he come ſhortly ) I wil ſce 
you: which argueth that he had been a priſoner; & being elſwhere 
imployed was by the Apoſtleexpe&ed, that he might againe uſe 
| him for a companion in his traveiles. It is apparant therefore, that 
( asthe Refuter ſaith ) the Apoſtle ſtill imployed him in his Evan- 
geliſticall funRion. And ſo he did Titus allo feing he was called to 
meete him at Nicopolis. ( Tit, 3 - 12 . ) andafterwards being at 
Rome, was ſent from thence ro Dalmatia. 2. Tim, 4. 10. which ar» 
gueth plainely ( as is before obſerved ) that they were not by Paul 
ordeyned Biſhops. 
As for that diſcourſe which the Door runneth into (ſerm:pag. 5% 4.2d 
756. and. 77. ) concerning the time when Timothy was left at E. P:9? 
pheſus: it was overpaſſed by the Refuter as an idle digreſſion from 
the preſent controverſy, of bes being affixed to the perpetuall charge of the 
Church of Epheſus. Bur ſince he urgeth it a freſh , and ſaith hat iy 
mon which think chat T imothy Was required to Faye at Epheſus but for a 
7 raprinetn Paul vent mio e MH acedenia Aft: 20. 1s contrary to S. Pauls 
former teſtimony, 1. Tim. 1. 3, I will examine the ſtrength of his ob- 
jcRion, which runneth thus;/n both thoſe voyages of Paul mnto Macedonia 
mencioned eAft1 20. 1. 3. T imothy accompanied hum... T berefore the time 
of his ſtaye at Epheſas after Payles going thither recorded 1. T wn. 1. 3.can- 
not accord With any of thoſe voiages , «A. 20, The Antecedent he la- 
boureth to prove (in his ſermon) as followeth . Not the firſt which 
* followed the tumult appeaſed verſ. 1. becauſe imediately before the hnftorie of 
the tumult; it is ſayd that, be had ſent T imothy into Macedonia, and bin 
felfe followed (cap: 19. 22. & 20, 1. ) not the ſecond, Which was from Gre« 
Gia , reſolved vpon to avoyd the awbuſhment of the [ewes , ver, 2, & 3+ be- 
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Cauſe it ups ſad, that T imothy accompanied bins; 5 from Phileppi, 
wear before hum 10 Troas 5 to Aſſes, fro whence he accompanied him to Me- 
lum ver(e 4.5.to15- Forantwere to the firſt, I grant that Timothy 
was ſent into Macedonia betore the tumult was begun at Ephe- 
ſus, but that the tumulr followed ymediately upon his ſending thi- 
ther, it is the DoRgors vaine imagination, refelled rather then con- 
firmed by S.Lukes ſtorie. For he reporteth ( cap. 194 22.) that after 
the tending of Timothy & Eraſtus into Macedonia , Paul ( epeſche 
chronon ) ſtayed for atime in Aſia , The like phraſe in other places 
unporteth ſome good ſpace of ſtaye: as 1. Cor. 16. 7. AR.15.33. 
& 18. 23. ({ce Aretius in Ates 15. 33. & Calvin on 1, Cor. 16.7.) 
yea the wordes themſclves ep:ſche chronon, ezs ten aſian, ſubſeflit ad rems- 
pzs in Aſiam, ſez.. profetturus. (ad verbum (ut habet Piſcator )onbubuit, ſez. 
ſuſceptam profittzonem mencioned ver. 21.) (thele very wordes I ſay) 
doe (hew that he deferred his owne forzintended journcy into Ma» 
cedonia,for a time of purpoſe to ſped ſome time in Aſia, in viſiting 
&ſtrengthning the Churches. And theApoftles own words(1.Cor, 
16.5-7.8.9.) doe plaivly import, that he reſolved to returne vnto 
Epheſus , there to let ftorwardes the Lordes work; becauſe he ſawe 
both anctteuall doore opened ynto him, to doe much good; and 
a ſtrong oppoſition of many adverſaries , likely ro doe hurt, if he 
(hovld have departed our of thoſe quarters what hindreth then, 
but that Timothy might diſpatch his journey and returne thither 
again in this time of the Apoltles ſtay at Epheſus and in Afiazwhich 
came betwene his ſending them,and that Tumult; that is recorded 
afterwards? Wherfore,if this cannot be with better reaſon impug- 
ned then yet I (ce; it will follow inevitablie, that Timothy his a- 
boade at Epheſus was very ſhort; ſeing it is certeine he was with 
Paul in Grecia. Acts. 20. 2. 3. 4- when hereſolved toreturnefrs 
thencethrough Macedonia, | 
Now to anſwer the ſecond, that which he ſuppoſeth moſte cer- 
4cine 1s altogither yntrue, viz. that Timothy ( with the reſte that 
are nained Acts. 20. 4. ) accompanied S, Paul into Macedonia,till 
he came to Philippi, and there parted from him, to goe before vn- 
to Troas; The words of the Evangeliſt, are that Timothy & others 
accompanied him ( achri tes aſias ) vnto Aſia; that is, til he came to - 
the Coaſts of Aſia; and that there they ( parting from him ) went 
before and tarried for him and Luke, { with othery that continued 
with him ) at Troas, Whereby it appeareth that they all took ſhip- 
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pingin Grzcia, {the better ro avoid the ambuſhrhers of the Iewes ) 
and fo ppſling by the coalts of Afia ( as they muſt to goe into the 
coaſts of Macedonia) there landed Timothy & the reſt, who were 
to meet with Paul and his company at Troas, after he had diſpar- 
ched his affaires in Macedonia. Wherefore the Doors miſconcei- 
ring the tenour of S. Lukes ſtorie , is a greater errour then their 0+ 
pinion,that referre the time, both of Tinothies ftay at Epheſus(in- 
joyned him 1. Tim. 1. 3.) to Pauls ſecond voiage towards Mace. 
donia recorded A&- 29.3. Andofs. Pauls writing his firſt epiſtle 
to Timothy; vnto his being in Macedoniathere mencioned verſ.6, 
For what hindreth bur that Timothy parting fro Paul in the coaſts 
of Aſia neer to Epheſus might then be requelted ro ſtay at Epheſus; 
and be ſaluted alſo with letrers from Philippi , or ſome other citie 
in Macedonia?Surely if the Door had nor boon ſtrangely miſledd 
by his owne conceir, he would never haye deemed this a ſtrange 
conceitin Mr Beza. 


So then, it being apparant that the Door hath nothing of a- $:&.s, 


ny moment to object againſt Timothies ſtay-arEpheſus , in one of 
thoſe voyages , which Paul made into Macedonia; is it not much 
more ſafe to aſcribe it to one of theſe ; then to dreame (as the D. 
doth) of a new votage thither after his deliverance from his bonds 
at Rome? Specially, ſeing he hath no warrant, neyther from Gods 
word,nor from any ſound hiſtoriographer,to mainteyn his ſtrange 
conceit ; but onely afalſe ſuppoſall , that ir cannor firtly be aſcri- 
bed to any of his journeys mencioned in the ARes. For how can 
he prove that which he (o confidently avoucherh, touchiug Pauls 
deliverance from his bands at Rome, and renewing of his former 
traveiles for 9. yeres after? And when this is proved, how will 
he demonſtrare,eyther trom Pauls epiſtles,or any other monumers 
of antiquitie ( from whence himſeltefaith (ſerm. p. 78 ) the Aces 
of thoſe 9. yeares mult be gathered )that Paul made a newe voy- 
age into Macedonia, and in that traveile paſſing by Epheſus , lefre 
Timothy there ?. And if he could prove this; is he nor ſingular in 
his conceir, that this was the time of placing Timothy in his Bi- 
ſhoprick?For did not Paul himfelfe rell the Elders of Epheſus (whe 
he parted from them at Miletum. (AR. 20, 25.) that he knew that 
they all among who he had gone preaching the kingdom of God; 
ſhould (ee his face no more ? And hath the DoRor forgotren that 
kimſclic teacherh-us (ſcrm. pag. 70. & $8. ) and pag. 63- of this 
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defenſe) that the Apoſtles did ſubſtitute Biſhops in their roomes, 
when they were to diſcontinue, from the Churches, which they 
had planted; and that for the avoiding of faions in their abſence? 
No reaſon therefore he ſhould thinke that Paul would negle& ro 
ive them a Biſhop at or before ſo ſolemne a departing from the; 
f ecially ſeing ( as he knewe he ſhould ſee their face no more, ſo)he 
oreſawe that after his departing, there ſhould greivous wolves en» 
tcr in , and perverſe Teachers ſpring up from amongſt themſelves. 
AR. 20.29.30. To conclude therefore this queſtion, thus I 
argue; 

"I T imothy had any ordination at all to the Biſhopprick of Epheſus, the 
ſme muZt be at one of thoſe journeys , which be tooks mto Mace Alte 
20+1.2F. 

But he had no ordination to bis Biſhopprick at thoſe journeys. 

T herefore be had none at all. GEIREY 

The conſequence of the propoſition is apparant by thinges laſt 
touched, viz, that at Pauls laſt parting from thoſe coaſtes,he knew 
he ſhould ſee them no more, and that nomonumentes of Antiquity 
doc aſcribe this worke toany latter voiage. And in the firſt, whereof 
mencion is made Attes 16. 10, 12; Timothy was his companion, 
as appeareth ver. 1.3 .&c.neyther was the Church at Epheſus then 
planted, much leſs fit to receive and mainteine a Biſhop, as may be 
gathered from Actes 18, 19. 25. 26. & 19. 1.7. &c., As for the 
aſſumption, though the Noor acknowledgeth the truth of it; yet 
we relie not on his conceites , bur on farre ſurer groundes. For it 
is alſo ſhewed, that he was nor affixed, to the permanent charge of 
that Church ; neyther did he long ſtay there ; but followed the A 
poliles call , aſwell after as before. To all which I adde this one 
reaſon, more peculiarly fitting the time, mencioned in the afſum- 

on. | 

if Timothy had not as yet received the epiſcopall charge of the Epheſian 
Church, _—_ Paxl took, bu leave of ther Wb w— + J. | n- 
Was be not ordeyned in any of bis iougneyes into Macedoma, mencioned Att. 
20, 1.2.4. 

But the antecedent is true, Ergo, alſo the conſequent . 

The aſſumption, or Antecedent, I prove as followeth; Ar what, 
fme the Church of Epheſus enjoyed many Biſhops , to Whome the charge of 
feeding and governing the whole flock did apperteme in camon, by all 
 #hergegiven them by St, Pani; and that without any intimnation of eny ſuperi- 

var 
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our ſet over themL, , to thoſe direflion they ſhould yeeld obedirnee: at, thats 
time, T imothy had not yet recegved ſuch an epiſcopell charge as giveth bum 4 
frgularitie of preheminence above all other monſter; m that ("hurch. 
But at, the ume of Pauls +; bu leave of the Elders of Epheſus At. 
20, 28. the Church of Epheſus b Biſhops, to whom the charge of 
fieding and governmg the Whole flock did apperteme in comon cc. 
T herefore at that tne T unothy bad not recerved ſuch an epiſcopall charge 


Oc 

The aſſumption is manifeſt by the wordes of the Apoſile Aces 
20. 28, and the propofition is moſte apparant by the manifeſt op- 
poſition, betwixt the fingular regiment of one Biſhop,and the joine 
charge of many. Moreover, it is juſtifyed by the DoRors ſecret 
allowance, (ſcrm, pag. 18, & 69.) and very plainly by him, that 
gave the Doctor beſt tariſfaRtion in this whole controverſy, perpet. 
govern. pag. 223. There was, ſaith he , atime when the Church 
was governed by the comon-advice of the Presbyrters, as Icrom atf- 
firmeth, In this time ſpake Paul to the Presbyters at Epheſus, Act, 
20. 28. Neyther ler the DoRor think here to ſtopp our mouthes, 
with the ſhifting anſwer which he elſewhere uſerh, viz , that theſe 
Presbyters governed onely in private, & as under the Apoſtlez who 
kept in his own hands the epiſcopall authoritie; for this is to c6- 
tradi& the Apoſtle himſelfe, who plainely reſigneth ro them the 
whole charge of that Church , as knowing that he ſhould ſee them 
no more, verl, 28, 32. with 25. 26. It isacleare truth therefore, 
that Timothy not having then any ſole preheminence in the go- 
yernment of that Church , was not their Bithop; and conſequent- 
ly, he was not at all ordeyncd their Biſhop , as is before ſhewed. 


His allegations follow , from diverſe authors , which report of Se&. 6. 2d 
Timothy and Titus that they lived and died, the one at Epheſus, {e&,to. p, 


the other in Creet , His Reftuter told him , that he might credit 91+ 
the report of his authors,& yet deny them to be dioceſan Biſhops; 
and good reaſon he had fo to tell himzbecauſe an epiſcopall funi. 
on cannot be concluded from their living & dying in that piace. 
Henowy telleth us that it ſufficeth his purpole,to wit, to prove that 

they held their ordinary reſidence there, which the objeRion de- 
« nieth; thercfore againe I tell him, that vnleſſe he will fit the obje- 
Qion to his owne ſtrength; and ſo contend with his owne ſhadow, 
he gnuſt prove more then an ordinary reſidencezeven a band of c6« 
tinuance there , as their proper _— For till this be __ 
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his proofes are to as little purpoſe as thoſe that many papilſts al. 
leadge for Peters Biſhoprick at Rome; becauſe towards his later 
time, he there lived for his ordinarie refidence, and at length there 
died. I adde this, to provoke the DoQtor to a better examination 
of his owne witneſſes; that they doe not prove ſuch an ordinarie 
relidence , as he would juſtify by them . For ſome of them, are 
worthy of no great credir, as Vincentius, Antonius, and Nicepho- 
rus,authors, on whom the leaden Leagend is grounded. And Do- 
rotheus one of the moſt ancient that he alledgeth is much abuſed. 
For he reporteth thus of Timothy in Synopſi; Evangeliuns 7eſw Chri- 
ſti Epbeſi exorſus Illyricum #ſg,, et m vniverſa Hellad: predicavnt, abi & 
mortums et honorifice ſipuitus eſt That beginning at Epheſus he preach. 
ed the goſpel} of Icſus Chrut,to Illyricum and through all Greece, 
where he did and was honourably buryed; doth not this dire&ly 
contradic that, which the DoRor alleadgeth him for; and plaine- 
ly argue that he was an Evangeliſt as we atftirm? Come we now 
to the ſccond objcion , ; 


Chapt. 10. (mcerning the ſecond obieftion againſt the Brſhopriks of 
T imothy and Titus handled by the Dottor, hb, 4. cap. 4 ſctt. 14, 
and 12. pag. 9 3-97 


He ſecond objeRion lieth thus, Timethy and T itzs were Pan. 
gelits, Ergo, they were not ordeyned Biſhops of Epheſus and Creete. 
This conſequence the DoGor denied, becauſc their being Evange- 
tits did not hinder , but that when they were aſligned to certeine 
Churches, and furniſhed with epiſcopall power , they became Bi- 
ſhops . And toremove this an{were,the Refuter proveth firſt ,that 
their being Evangeliſts did hinder their aſſigning to certein chur- 
ches without which they could not be Biſhops. 2, That when they 
were left at Ephefus and in Creete, they received no ſuch new an. 
thoritie, as he calleth epiſcopall, neyther needed any ſuch furniſh» 
ing as he ſuppoſeth . The firlt is oous (nor by 2. reaſons as the 
DoRor imagineth, bat) by one diftunCtive argument, in this m- 
ner, 
What could not be done, without eytber confexnding the offices Which God 
bad diſtinguiſhed, ( Epheſ. 4. 11.) or depriving Timothy and Titw of an, 
bigher calling to thru into a lower ; thas the eApeſt hk Paul neytt er 
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But to T mmothy and Titus Biſhops, when they were Evangebifts, 
could nor horn wrbour exther pers. the fer inc Ged bath as- 
Flmnguiſhed, Epheſ. 4. 11. or deprroing them of an higher calling, to thruſt 
them into « (lower. 

Erg, the meking of Timothy and T itus Biſhops, then they were Evan- 
geliſts, was « thing which the «Apoſtle neyther could nor would doe, 

The aſſumprion is very ſcornfully rejeRed by the DoRor , be- 
cauſe in his imagination , the partes thereof are nice points, which 
none of the fathers did ever underſtand ; but his triumph is vaine 
and ynſeaſonable, whiles we are in examining by the verdict of the 
ſcriptures , or by reaſon grounded thereon , what to determine of 
this controverſy. Wheretore, to paſſe by this anſwerleſſe anſwer, 
I will indeayour to draw the reader to the confideration of that I 
haue to alleadge in defenſe of our aſfumprion as followeth, 

' Toconioyne the offices of Evangelifts and Biſhops & Paitors im one pyer« 
ſon at one tree, is 10 confound the offices which are dritinguihed, Epheſ 4.17% 
eAnd to tae from an E —_— bus evangel{ticall funttion , When he is in« 
vefted into the office of « Biſhop or Paitor, aſſigned to the charge of one certemn 
Church, is to deprive him of an bigher,and to thruſt hum into a lower call 9, 

But to make T imothy and T its Bizhops , When they were Evargelilts, 
could net be done without ,ryther counyning both offices in one perſon,or taking 
their firſt office from them, when the later 1s given to them. 

Ergo , neyther can it be done, without eyther confiunding the offices hich 
ave diitingwſhed Epheſ. 4. 11; or depriving then of the higher funttion, 10 
thruſt them mio 4 lower . : 

Here the propoſition is impugned in both the branches therof, 
firſt therefore for the former thus I argue. 7 is appearant , by the ve- 
ry text , Epbeſ. 4. 11. end by other ſcriptures , that the ſeverall finftions of 
Mimnſtery there mencioned, were by (briit diſtributed to ſeverall perſons , & 
not commed two or moe of then to one m1 a8 4t, once. Ergoto conwoyne the 
offices of Evangeliſt s and Biſhops, in one per ſn at one time, 14 to confiund the 
offices , Which by God are dit inguiſhed. For the manifeſtation of 
the anrecedent , firſt let the text be weighed, Epheſ. 4. 11. 12, he 
gave ſome to be eApoiHes ;, and ſome Prophets , aud ſome Evangeliſts , and 
ſome Paſtors and Teachers He ſaith not, he gave lome to be 
Paſtors onely , and ſome to be Evangeliftes and Paſtors: or 
that ſome were Apoſiles onely ; and ſome Apoſtles and Evange. 
liſts, but (as before ) he gxve {ome ro be Apoſtles, and ſome to be 
Evangeliſts &c. thereby fignifying that ſuch as had the calling of 
Apoſiles, had not allo the oftics of Evangeliſts, Neyther did the 
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Evangeliſtz holde therewithall the office of Paſtors. 2. This is fur- 
ther confirm:d by the fimilitude which the Apoſtle victh ( 1. Cor, 
12. 14,- 28.-0f many members in one body, which haue ( not all 
one and the ſame , but each of them , his ſeverall office. The eye is 
not an care; neither doth it ſerve the body in the office of hearing, 
or (melling &c. in like manner all are not Apoſtles, nor all Pro. 
phets, &c. but God hath ordeyned , ſome to one office , and ſome 
to another , as firſt Apoſtles, ſecondly Prophers , &c. 

3. Andof this diſtin&ion we hauc examples, For touching the 
extraordinarie Miniſters(of Apoſtles, Prophets and Evangeliſts)we 
fiade them diſtributed to ſeverall perſons. Luk. 16. 13. AG 1, 26, 
and cap. 11. 27.28.and 21. 8. And for ordinarie funRions,there 
were at Icruſalem Deacons and Elders. AG. 6.3.6. &11.31. at 
Philippi , Biſhops and Deacons , Phil. 1. 1. but of two or moe of- 
fices combined in one perſon at once, there cannot be yeelded any 
one cleare example in holy ſcripture. 

All that the Do&. obje&eth to infringe this is of ſmall moment; 
viz, that as Apoſtles might be Evangelilts, as we ſee in Mathew & 
Tohn; ſo Evangeliſts might be Biſhops, as we ſe in Mark. (pag.95) 
For the name of Evageliſt by ancient or later writers given to Mat- 
thew and Iobn , becauſe they wrote thoſe hiſtories, which are kat 
hexochen, called Evangelia,Goſpells; proveth nor, that they had that 
funRis of Evangeliſts,whichis diſtinguiſhed from the Apoſtles, E- 
pheſ. 4. 11. The ſcripture is beſt expounded by the ſcripture; & 
therefore we muſt by Evarrgcliſts there, vnderſtand ſuch as have the 
name given them in other partes of the new teſtament, as Acts. 21. 
8. and 2. Tim. 4, 5. And as for Mark, we know him to be an Evi» 
geliſt; not onely becauſe he wrote one of the 4. Goſpells; but ra- 
ther becauſe he was ( as Timothy ) a companion and fellow helper 
to the Apoſtles: but his Biſhoprick we diſclaime no leſſe then Ti- 
mothees; and for the ſame reaſon, becauſe he was an Evangeliſt by 
his particular fun&ion:neither can the DoR, herein contradie us, 
without contradidion aſwell to himſelf as to the truth. For he c0- 
felerh ( as the truth in deed is ) that the word Evangeliſt ſpecially 
taken,fignifieth the extraordinary faRio, of thoſe in the primitive 
Church, which went up & down preaching the Goſpell,not bcing 
affixed to any certeine place. And particularly, of Timothy & Titus 
he ſaith, they were Evangeliſts whiles they accompanied the Apo- 
file 7aul in his traveiles, & were not alligned ro any certeiae place. 

From 
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From hence therefore I thus frame a 2. argument; to , tha® 
the combyning of the funRions of Evangeliits and Biſhops; or Pa» 
ſtors in one perſon at once, is a confounding of offices, which by 
their firſt inſtirution; were diſtinguiſhed 

What. ſoever offices are ſevered by properties of an oppoſite nature;they can- 
wot at, ence beconjoyned in one perſon, without confoundrog the funtt1o5 which 
by their firſt inſtitution were diſtingurſhed, 

But the funttion of Evangeliſt: & Biſhops ave ſevered by properties of an 
oppoſite nature;( tor the one is extraordinary, and not bound toany 
ccrteine place,the other is ordinarie & tyed to one certeine place.) 

Ergo the funttwonrof E —_— and Biſhops or Paſtors cannot be covjoy- 
ned 40, once wm one perſon, without confounding the funttio: which m ther: firſt 
inſtuution Were doſtmgniſhed. 

And by this it may be ſcene that the Doors compariſon halr. 
eth, when he would perſwade that Timothy and Titus might be 
Biſhops, although they were Evangelilts like as the Apoſtles Mat» 
thew and [ohn, were alſo Evangelilts; for that Evangeliſtſhip given 
ro Matthew & Iobn by chat name of Evangeliſts is farre diftering 
from the Erangeliſticall fun&ion of Timothy and Titus, neyther is 
there ſuch an oppoſition berweene their Evangeliſt-(hip, and the 
eApoltleſhip; as there is betwene that Evangeliſtical function, 
which he giveth to Timothy & Titus;& their epiſcopall office. For 
Matthew and Iohn ceaſed not to be eFpoltles, when they became 
Evangeliſts : but concerning Timothy and Titus he plainely afhr- 
meth, that they laid aſide their former office when they vndertook 
the later. For he ſaith (pag. 9 5 .) thats after they were placed Biſhops they 
traveiled not up and downe, as m former times , but ordmarily remeyned with 
their flocks. 


To come then to thelatter braunch of the Refuters argument, SeQ.z.- d 
( which affirmeth, that they were deprived of an higher calling, & et. 1:.p. 


thruſt into a lower,if they cealed to be Evangeliſts,when they were 9» 
made Biſhops ) the truth of it th upon this aſkcrtion, that 
the Evangeliſts were in degree of miniſtery ſuperior to all ordinary 
Paſtors or Biſhops.which 1s ſo generally acknowledged for a truth, 
that the Reader may well admire at the DoRors boldnes, that ſha- 
* meth not to ſer an Evangeliſt in equall ranck with preſbyrers, and 
ſo ( in his apprehenſion ) in a degree below his Biſhops. For here- 
in he (warveth not onely from the comon Tenent of the bt, in 0+ 


ther reformed churches, ( {vs Calyjo in Ephel. 4. 11. Beza. - 
gra . 
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grad: miniſt: pag. 133. 134- ) which give to all the extraordinary 
fun&ions, of eApoſtles, Prophets and Evangecliſts, a preheminent 
degree above all the ordinary offices of Paſtors or Biſhops; bur alſo 
from ſuch as have pleaded the ſame egaſe before him . ( D. Dove, 
Def. of Church-government, pag. 17. lin. 18. and perpet gover. 
pag-50.51-) And therefore as the D.will have Iames to remeine an 
Apoſtle, though he were Biſhop of Ieruſalem: ſo will Biſhop Biſ6 
have Timothy and Titus to be both Eyangeliſts and Biſhops, per- 
pet. gover. pag. 233. 234. But to leave the mencion of men, how- 
ever tamous for learning and eſteemed in the Church; can we have 
any beter line, whereby to meaſure out the preheminence of cach 
minilteriall fun@ion, then that priority of place 8& order, wherein 
the eFpoliles hath ſet them? Epheſ, 4, 11. from hence therefore, 
I chus argue. 

eAll the ordinary fuuttions of miniſtery compriſed under the nawe of 
Paſtors, and Teachers; are we degree inftrioy to the extraordinary funttions of 
Apoſtles, Prophets & Evangehits, as the order of ther ſtanding Epheſ.4.1 1. 
ſheweth, But the fanttton of Biſhops which the DoF. aſcribeth to Timoth 
and Tu, is an ordinary funttion of miniHtery & ſuch as himſelf gcc 
Ender the name of Paitors pag. 95. Ergo, #145 alſo inferior m degree 10 rhe 
extrandinary fintt15 of E vangelits aſwell as to Apoſtles > Prophets. 

Now to reduce to this argument, the DoQors diſcourſe ( pag. 
94 and 95 ) the ſurame is this. Firſt he makerh .4. ſorts of Evran- 
geliſts, viz, ſuch as taught the Goſpell by writing, as the 4. Evan» 
geliits, Math.Mark, Luke and Iohn. 2. any one that doth Evange- 
lize or preach the Goſpell . 3. rhe. 72. diſciples imediately called 
of Chriſt and ſent by him to preach the goſpel; of which number 
was Philip, AR&.21.8. 4. Some others aſſumed by the. Apoſtles 
to be their companions in their traveiles, and a(fitantrs in the Mi- 
niltcry ; and of this ſort were Timothy and Titus , whiles they ac- 
companied Paul in his traveiles and were nor aſſigned to any cer- 
teyac place. Secondly to apply this diſtribution unto the Apoliles 
meaning, Epheſ 4. 11. ; he acknowledgeth no other there com- 
prized under the name of Evangeliſts; then the 4. Evangelilts, ſo 
called kt hexochen , and perhaps the 7? , doubttully he ſpeaketh 
of them (pag. 95. )as being loath (it ſeemeth ) to acknowledge, * 
thar they had any preheminence above his dioctſan Biſhops be- 
cauſe the Fathers (ay ofthem (as he obſerveth pag. 94. ) that they 
ſo had but the degree of the presbyteric. And theretore I gueſt, 
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he will award the ſtroke of the former argument, by this diftin&is 
thus, viz. that the ordinary funRivns of miniſtery comprized vnder 
the name of Paſtors and Teachers, are not inferior in  — to the 
lacer ſort of Evangeliſts, which attended on the Apoſtlesy but one- 
ly to the 4, Evangeliſts,and perhaps to the. 72. becauſe theſe one= 
ly, and not the other,are meant by the name of Erangeliſts in that 


place, 
eAqnd to joinFiMue with the DoRor, I affirme the contrary, viz. 
that by Evangeliſts in Epheſ. 4. 11, we are to vnderſtand all thoſe, 
and thoſe onely, which in an extraordinary fun&ion(diſtin& from 
the Apoſtles and Prophets ) traveiled roo and fro, preaching the 
Go(pell; whether they were imediately called of Chriſh as Philip is 
ſuppoſed to be; or were afſumed by the eApoliles to be their com- 
panions and aſſiſtants, as Timothy, Tirus, Mark and many others. 
Aad firſt ro prove that which he denyeth , ( viz. that the later ſort 
of Evangeliſts are comprized vnder that name in Ephef. 4. tt. aſ- 
well as the former ) for brevity ſake in ſtead of larger ſyllogiſmes, I 
tender to him and to the judicious Reader theſe ſeveral arguments 
nakedly propounded. 1. the D. confefſeth that vnder the name of 
Erangeliſts ſpecially taken,the later ſort, ( in which number Timo» 
thy and Titus were )are no lefſe comprized, then the former, be- 
cauſe this was comon to them all, that they went up and downe 
—_ the Goſpell, not being affixed to any certcine place. It 
eh therefore , he was nor well adviſed, when he admitted the 
one ſort and denied the other, to be underſtood by the word , E- 
pheſ. 4. 11. unleſſe he could yeeld ( as he cannot ) ſome ſufficient 
reaſon for the difterence he purreth berweene them. 2. Againe, he 
confeſſeth that the later ſort were in an extraordinary fan&ion. Ei- 
ther therefore he muſt deny all extraordinarie funRions of mini- 
Acrie to be comprized Ephef. 4. 11, or he muſt referre one ſort of 
Erangeliſts ro an other name, as of Apoſtles, Prophets or Paſtors 
&c. both which are abſurd,and I doubt nor but to make good the 
cenſure , if rhe DoRor requireir. Now whereas he reterreth the 
word Evangeliſts, Epheſ. 4- 11, principally to thoſe 4. that.wrote 
the goſpels; this is not eaſily p_—_ , toaccord with the meaning 
of penning the Eyangdicall hiſtory, 
maketh them not to ſtand in a differing tun&ion of Miniſterie fr6 
all others. For the —_— there —_— Nis __ = 
&ions of preachers ; Andif the writing of Chrifts hiſtorie made a 
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diffcreot funAiorn; why ſhould not the writing ofthe Apoſtles Att 
make a ſecond, and the writing of the Evangelicall, or Canonicall 
epiſtles, athird: and the receiving and penning of the revelation a 
4- And as for the. 72. ot rather 70. (For Luke mencioneth 70. not 

2. choſen by Chriſt. cap. 10. 1. ) how confident ſoever the DoR, 
6x aſſigniog tothem an Evangelilticall function z yet we cannot 
haſtilie ſubſcribe tro him therein ; much leſſe can wee graunt tharx 
which he afficmerh of Philip , that he layd aſide the evangeliſticall 
fun&ion , to take a temperary Deaconſhip A&.6. and ſo returned 
to it againe :, but theſe are parerga, by-controverſics about which 
we willnot contend. ; 

$A. 5.24 Letustherefore attend tothe reaſon urged by the D. to prove, 
pag. 95,96. that Timothy and Titus were «dvenced and not drbaſed , when they 
were made Biſhops. Fer, ſaith be, whereas Before they Were but Preſbyters, 
though called Evangeliits in a large ſenſe;they were nv made the Apoitles of 
thoſe (burcbes, and by impoſition of handes ordeyned Biſhops . Behold here 

TheD.beg Juor axiomata,totidem paradoxa,as many paradoxes as axiomes. 

peth 3 * ” For how will he prove, 1. that they were before bur presbyrers, 

times to- 2. Called Evangeliſts in a larger (enſe; 3. now made Apoſtles of 
gerher,and thoſe Churches, 4.and by impoſition of hands made Biſhops? The 
contradic- two laſt are nakedly ſent forth , without any one ragge to cover 

_ hum- their ſhame;the ſecond is a manifeſt contradiction to the truth be- 

|, fore acknowledged by himſelfe pag. 94. where he comprizeth Ti- 

&c. mothy and Titus , no leffe then Philip and ſome others, under the 
name of Evangeliſts, ſpecially taken tor the extraordinarie fun&Rid 
of thoſe that went up and downe, preaching the goſpell, being not 
affixed to any certain place . And this truth thus acknowle 
convinceth his firſt aſſertio ofa palpable falſhood. For how could 
they be but presbyters, ſeing they ſtood in the extraordinary fun- 
Qion of Erangeliſts* Forſooth he ſaith, ther What the fathers ſay of 
the 7 2 diſciples ( that, they bad but the degree of the Preſbytery) the (ame 
w24y oe | aud Titns , monch wore be verifjed., Burt doth henov 
abuſe the fathers , in making them the authors of his owne para- 
doxe? For, doe they match the 72 diſciples,or any other Evange- 
_=_ - with the degree of Presbyters any otherwiſe, then they doe 
the Apoſtles, with the degroe or place of Biſhops ? Neyther is this 
done to ſet the Evangelifts below Biſhops, or to lift up Biſhops a- 
bove Prophets, but to counteniee that ſuperioritie,which in their 
times Bifbops held above Presby:ers; by a compariſon of the like 

difforence, 


Part 2, D.D | efe. of *, 4. 


difference , which they appretiended betweene the Apoſtles, & the 

70. diſciples. Wee haue therefore better arguments to prove the 

contrary aſſertion. viz. That Timothy and Titus were in degree 

ſuperiour to all ordinarie presbyters; for (beſides that already ga- 

thered from Ephel. 4. 11.) itis apparantby that honour which the 

Apolile , and by that obedience, which the Churches, to which 

they were ſent , gave unto them, whiles they were his fellow-hel- 

pers and companions in his traveiles. 1. Cor. 4. 17. & 16, 10.16, 

2. Cor. 1.1. & 7.13.15. & 8.323. Philip. 1. 1. and2. 20, 22, 

Wherefore I conclude once againe, that to make them Paſtors or 

Biſhops; when they were Evangeliſts,is (not to adyance them bug 

rather ) to throw them downe from a higher degree of Miniſterie 

to a lower .  —_—M 

In the ſecond place, (whereas the DoQor had (ayd that Timo- | * © 

thy and Titus were furniſhed with epiſcopall power, at the time of FS 

their ſtay in Epheſus and Creet, by S. Pauls appointment; and the 

Refuterdenied that they received any new authoritis , which be- 

fore they had nor &c, )the D. now argueth againſt his Refuter 

in this manner ; 7ſtbey received no new authoritie, Why did Timothy r0- 

ceive a new ordination , by impoſition of handes wyhereof the Apoitle ſpeaksth 

(1. Tim. 4. 14. & 2+. T 1m. 1.6) and Which the Fathers underſtand of bla 

ordinatzon to be Biſhop. I graunt that Paul mentioneth hands-impolis 

tion onTimothy &that ſome of the fathers doe thereby underſtid 

his ordination to be Biſhop. Notwithſtanding I ſay he cannot 

prove eyther from thoſe words,or any of the fathers writings, that 

the impoſition of hands mencioned by Paul was a ſecond ordina- 

tion to anew office , or a furniſhing of him, with any new Miniſte- 

riall authoritic which before he wanted, What the Fathers ſpeak 

- of his ordination to be Biſhop, may be conſtrned ( as is before no- 

ted (cocerning Tames)their ſpeaches are, which (ay that Iames was 

ordeyned Biſhop of leruſalem) of anew or differing imployment 

in the workof che Miniſterie,' for the remporarie chargs he recei- 

ved, which argueth 'no new auchoritie or office im on him, 

2, - _ he NG _—_— wen Were admninted to —_— 

very funttion of (tr by the ordinary meant: of empoſi ? his 

owne hath ghee him a dire& anſwer pag. oe te. 32. where 

he (aith, that Timothy and Titus ( who were of the later ſort of E- 

vangeliſts; and therefore in an extraordinary fun&ion ( lin. 15. of 

the { ct a= the goſpell by impoſi- 
Lon 
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tion of handes, which I would faync know how he can prove, by 
any teſlimony divine or humane; vnlefſe he carry thoſe wordes of 
Paul ( 1. Tim. 4. 14+ and 2. Tim. 1.6.X0 his firſt miniſteriall fun- 
Eion. 

. Againe, be asketh, way We think that. any but the «Apoſtles (be- 
wg [ igned py Biſhops to Comal reSrerye that acbirins _ 
ſever they became which T imothy bad at Epbeſue & T i19u in Creet? And 
he addeth, veriy Philip the Evangeliſt bad not acthoritie to impoſe bandes 
for the firniſhing of men with grace: for the Mimſterie; but the Apoſt les Pee 
ter and fohn were ſent to Samaria for thet purpoſe. «Afi. 8. 5.--17. If it be 
his drift thus to argue; Philip the Evangeliit bad no autheritie, to give 

graces fit for the Miniſtery by inopoſition of handes: T berefore beſides the A- 
poſtles none but Biſhops , had that authoritie Whereſorver they ceme, which 
T imothy and Tit1s bed at, Epbeſua and ts Cree 1 anſwer his reaſoning 
& many wayes faulty. For he cannot prove, eyther that Biſhops 
have , or that Timothy and Titus had, that authoritic by impoſi- 
tion of hands to give ſuch graces. Neyther is it true (which his. 
words import)that the gifts of the holy Ghoſt given by the hands 
of Peter and Iohn (AR.8, 17.) were graces fitting the perſons that 
reccived them,to the work of the Miniſterie. Wherefore although 
it ſhould be graunted, that the Evangeliſt Philip had no authoricie 
to give thoſe peculiar graces ; yet he might haue as great authori- 
ty, whereſoever he came,as Timothy and Titus had in the Church 
es ot Epheſus and Creert ſo that his aſſertion implyed in his quz- 
ſtion (viz. that beſides the Apoſtles, onely Biſhops had the like au- 
thoritic to that which Timothy and Titus had ) hath no colour of 
any ſound reaſon to uphold ir. Yea it is —_— confured by that 
which he ſecmeth to applaud in Zanchy on Ephef, 4. 11. (pag. 95) 
viz. that the former fort of Evangeliſts, and the Prophers alfo did 
governe the Churches nowe one, then an other, For how ſhould 
Churches be governed by them, if they had not the like power and 
authoritic for government that Timothy and Titus had? 

From the DoRors reaſoning, in defenſe of his owne affertion, 
let us paſſe to the anſwer yeelded by him to his Refur:who argued 
in this manner, T inothy end Trtxa Were to exerciſe their E 
fhnftion in theſe places. (For Paut biddeth T nnothy after be had ban as Ephe- 
ſus to do the Wor ke of an Evangehſt )Ergo they receyved no new authority at, 
their placing there, Which they had not before; neyther Laid they aſide but retey. 
wed ſtul{ ther EvangelſticallfunRion. The DoQor denycth the _— 
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part 3. D. Downames defence,c|c. Lib. 2. 
dent, and contradifteth the proofe thereof, Whereas Paul willeth 
Timothy to doe the work of an Evangeliſt , What, & thet,, ſaith he, 
but evazgelizeſthai, t preech the Goſpell diligently. ce. the Word Even- 
gebſt being there taken in IE we are put to prove that 
the name of an Evangelilt is here taken, not ina all ſenſe; buc 
in a more ſpeciall for the funRion of an Evangelitt; which may ap- 
peare by theſe circumſtances, r, Firſt the very phraſe ir ſelfe, ro doe 
the workof an Evangeliſt cannot in reaſon be coftrued otherwife,then 
q- d. todoc the work which an Evangeliſtis bound vnto , by his 
particular funRion; like as in the like phraſe, che work of an ApoitHe, 
the ſignes of an ApoFtle, the commandement of the Apoites, and the foun- 
dation of the Apoſtles. 1, Cor, 1. 9. 2. Cor. 12.12. 2.Pet.3. 2. & 
Epheſ. 2, 20. the name of an Apoſille is ſpecially taken for the of- 
fice of Apoſtleſhip. 2 . Itis the Hpoſtles purpoſe (ſee Mr . Calvin 
upon the place ) by the honorable mencion of his office, topro- 
yoke him to uſe the greater diligence therein, thereby to gaine the 
ter reverence among thoſe, that ſhould behold his zeale and 
ithfulnes in his calling. But the ſpeciall fun&ion of an Evangeliſt, 
ſerveth better, then the generall name of a preacher of the Goſpel, 
both to animate him vnto watchfulnes,and to procure him autho. 
rity amongſt thoſe, with whom he converſed. 3. Moreover fince 
it is knowne and confefſed, that he was once an Evangeliſt, if either 
he had ceaſed ſo to be , or if he had borne at this time a more ho- 
norable office, (as the Door ſuppoſeth ) in all tikelihood, the A- 
le would have give him ſome other title, leaſt others ſhould be 
dinto an error by this name. x 
4. Laſtly,if we looke to the uſe of rhe word ee in other 
ces we ſhal find it no where carried in the Apoſtolicall writings 
to a generall ſignification as the DoRor fancieth ; bur rather is 
appropriared to that extraordinary fanRion of Erangeliſts, which 
then was knowne by that name as AR.21.8.%Eph.4.1 1. Where. 
fore gnce it is a firme & vndoubted axiome in divinity,that we are 
to receive that interpretation of any word or phraſe, which beſt ac- 
cordeth with the ſcope of the place, it ſelfe , and the uſe of the like 
in other places, I will ho'd ir for atruth nor to be gainſayd, that 


but) for the ſpeciall funRion of an Evangelift knowne by thar 


Lame. 


We now come to Zuingltug his teſtimonie, alleadged by the D. __ . 24 
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"nt 2. TY ' ants " 6. 3. 
to prove that their being Evangeliſts, did not kinder them fro be. 
ing Biſhops. His caſe is yery deſperate fit ſeemerb)(ince he is drive 
to crave releefe of one fo.well knowne to be a profeſſed enemie to 
to the Lordly jariſdi&jon of Dioceſan and Provincial Predates, Bur 
what Zuinglius? forſooth, chat Philip the Evangeliſt who had 
bene one of the Deacons, was afterwards Biſhop ot Czſarea, and 
James the Apoſtle was Biſhop of Ieruſalem, and divers of the Apo- 
ſtley, when they ceaſed from their percgrinations, became Biſhops 
of certayne Churches. Which ſaith the D, may be much more v 
of the Evangelsts ; In deed if this laſt gloſe, had bene Zuinglius his 
words, his cvidence had bene farre tmter for his purpoſe then itis, 
and yet would it haue done him no ſervice till he had proved that 
Timothy and Titus had given over their Evangeliſticall traveiles, 
which he will never be ableto effcR, while he breatherh, Bus now, 
all that Zuinglius ſpeaketh for him, .is ſuch as ( if he rightly con- 
ccive his Hg) he will be very loth (I ſuppoſe ) to ſubſcribe 
unto. For he ts ſo farre from affirming (as the Door intimateth 
to his reader) that Philip after his Deaconſbip , was firſt an Eyan- 
geliſt , and after that became the Biſhop of Czſareaz that he rather 
Citeth thoſe words of Luke, A&. 21. 8. ( where heis called an E- 
vangeliſt ) to prove him to be a Biſhop : for theſe are his wordes 
(De eccleſiaſtica ſive ratione et officio cocionandi.tol.48. ) Cw wn 
[xcoillud nobis primo notandum eſt, Philippuns bunc Ceſarienſis eceleſue E 
vangeliſtam, epiſcopuon vel paitorem fuiſſe ec. Tn which place, that is 
firſt of us to be noted, that, this Philip the Evangeliſt of the Church of 
Samaria, 914 Bio or Paſtor &c. whereby it appeareth,as alſo by the 
words afcerwards remembred by the DoRor ( conftat iuxta Pearls 
ſententiam idem eſſe Pifeopit Evangehſte officinm) and by many other 
ſpeaches in that treatiſe, that he confoundeth the name3 of Evan- 
geliſtes Prophets & Paſtors in one office. But let us ſe how the D, 
removeth the Refuters anſwere, Firſt he ſaith that Zuinglius ſpea- 
&cth according to the phraſe of hiſtories & other ancjent writers, 
who take not the name of Biſhop properly , when they give it to 


The Dot. James or any other ApoRle(as Do&. Whitak. hath rightly obſcr. 


zcaſonerh 
trom that 
which 1s 
no cauſe 
8c. de- 
ccirfully 


' rour and realoneth degeitiully 8 ron cauſe procauſe., For whores be 
- wo 


ved de pontif. rom. pag. 393.) the Do&ar replyeth . 7. that of Twine 
glu fake according to the phraſe of biſtories ec. them aud ( therefore) be 
ip ke according tothe truth: from whence I inferre that if Zuinglius 
have ſpoken thetrurh in this matter, then the DoRor 1s'in an er+ 


would perſwade that Iames was a Biſhop, becauſe the Fa- 
thers ſo intititle him . Zuinglias ſaith exprefly of Iames Hunc Hie- 
ron: et omnes fimul yeruſti patres, Flierofol: epiſcopum nommant non alam ab 
auſam, quam quod in ea urbe ſedem fixam poſurſſer. Ierom and with him 
all the ancient farhers , call him Biſhop of Ieruſalem, for no other 
cauſe,but for that he had made his fixed aboad in that citie, * 
2. The DoRor asketh; Hong is be true that the Apoitle con!d 
wor properly be called Biſhops, What is that to T imothy and T itu4, whom be 
"wi proved to have bene particularly aſſigned to vhe ('b: of Epheſus &-Creet, 
Where alſs they lrved & dyed? 1 an(wer,hath he not by as good preofs 
ſhewed [ames hisaſtignement tothe Church of Icruſalem and his 
living and dying there? It rhen(all this notwithſtanding) it be true 
thar James was not ptoperly a Biſhop, doth he not reaſon looſely, 
when from ſueb aſſignement of Timothy and Titus, ke concludeth 
them to be properly Biſhops? The refuters ſecond anſwere is, that it 
is manifeſt by Zningluns his writings, be neyther thought they were, nor any 
other might be a dioceſan Biſhop. Whereto the DoRor replyerh ,belike 
he ſpake otherwiſe then be thought , and then addeth an other teſtuno- 
ny of Zuinglius, which ſaith, chat T imothy was a Biſhop and that the of- 
fice of an Evergelift and of a Biſhop 1s all one: where behold with what 
conicience the DoRor wreſteth the words of his owne witneſſe fr6 
their meaning;for there is nothing more evident to them thar per- 
uſe Zuinglius his writings then this; that with him every preacher 
of the goſpel! at this day , hath as good right to the name of an E- 
vangeliſt, and of a Biſhop, as to thetitle of a presbyter or paſtor: 
wveret ad fe Paninas AH. 20, preſbyteres. 5, epiſcopos , Evangeliſt as vel ec= 
chfie miniſtros. lib, de ecolefie fol. 48. And Tom. 1, fol. 115. (in his 
pareneſis to the cities of Helveria) affirmerh that the Biſhop ſpoke 
of 1, Tim. 2. was any Paſtor or Miniſter of the Church . Quo in lo- 
& ( ſaith he) diſcimus ownes eceleſiarnm mimſires epiſcopos eſſe, et dici, 
& tinſdems ſeutentia aſſertoren babemns Hitronimum. and fol. 117. has 
ving cited Tit, 1, 5. 7- to the ſame purpoſe, he addeth. Ewdentey 
demonftrat bis locus ec. this place evidently ſheweth, that a Biſhop is 
no other then a Miniſter of the Church , whom wee uſe to call pe- 


. rochum a pariſh-preiſt orMiniſter.But that the Reader may ſee, how 


much Zuinglius mifliked rhe large juriſdi&ion & ſingular prehe- 
minence of Biſhops at this day in uſe , and that he was too grear 
a favourite of the pariſh diſcipline ; to be wreſted by the DoRor in 
defenſe of the monarchicall( or rather in hisjudgment Tyranicall} 

| governments 
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government of dioceſan Biſhops, I praye the reader to have pati. 
ence till we come to the. firſt of the DoRors 3. arguments bandled 
ia the third part of this reply, 


Chap. 11. ( my an a fires to averther of the the D. Argu- 
wents concerning the Eiſhepricks of T anothy and T tus handed (ct. 13-16 
from pag. g1. to 104, 


| Wavy theſe ewo obje&ions ( in the purſute whercof, the Door 
fedd himſelfe with a vaine hope, to gaine ſome advantage ) he 
now returneth to give a freſh onſet on his Adverſary in this man« 


ner; 

T he ſuppoſed Evangeliff vall funttion of T anothy & Titus , Was to ende 
With their per font, and admitted no ſuceeſfionÞ: as being both extraordinary & 
temporary, But the funRian and authority which they had as bo» 
ing aſſigned to certeine Churches viz. of Epheſus and of Creet (conſi- 
ſting iFecually m the [_—_ of ordination & juriſdiftion ) vas not to ende With 
ther perſons, but to be continued in ther ſucceſſors, Therefore the fliuthen 
and «athority Wwhich T mnothy & T ita bad, as being aſſigned ts Epheſus and 
Creet, was not extraordmary ard Evangeliſticall, 

This argument (layd downe,fcrm. pag.79- ) his Refuter tooke 
to be oppoſed againſt the Antecedent of that objeRion which af- 
firmeth Timothy and Titus to be Evangeliſts; and who would 
nor have ſo judged, ſeing the concluſion denycth their fun&ion & 
authority to be Evangeliſticall. But he ſaith rhat the introduRion 
premiſed before this argument ( hereof te may conclude thu )(heweth 
that he intended not todenyor diſprove that Antecedent, but to 
bring a new ſupply of argument to prove that Timothy and Titus 
were Biſhops of Epheſus & Creet.Which difference I referre whol- 
ly to the judgment of the indifferent reader,not doubting but he 
will diſcharge the Refuter from all blame eyther of willfull , or of 
negligent miſtaking . And whereas he flatly denieth that he doth 

they were Evengelfr that he may not hide himſelfe under a 
cloud, I d:fire him plainely to anſwere us, whither they remayned 
Evangeliſts after that calling , which he ſuppoſerh they had to be 
Biſhops? lf yea , why doth he infinuate the contrary (pag. 95.lin, 
24. &c. ) when to juſtify this, that, they were not Evangeliits , but Pa- 
ftors and Byy, he (aith, that, efier they were placed the ove in Epheſuu,the 

#her in Cres, they traveiled not vg aud downe &s in firmer tymes When they 
RECON - 
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accompanied the «Apoſtles, but ordinarily reng2yned with their flocks. (fno, 
why makerh he his Reader belceve, that in the concluſion ofhis 
argumet abore mencioned, he neyther doth nor did inrend to de- 
ny thac chey were Evangeliſts . Bur(as often betore (o here againe) 
we muſt and will follaw him in his owne way, when he ſaith his pur= 
poſe vas from the former concluſion thus to argue; 
T he ſuntlion and authority which T myotby and Titus exerciſed in E- 
pheſus end (rect, was eyther extraordinary and Evengelſticall, as the diſes- 
an teach : or elſe ordinary , and epiſcopall as the prelatiſts affirme: 
But it Was not extraordinary and evangeliſticall . T herefare ordinary and e- 
copall, : 
a the afſumprion is the concluſion of the former argument; 
and the propoſition he eaketh for granted , as if it fully delivered 
the points ofdifference, betweene us and him with his Aſſociates in 
the cauſe he pleadeth. Wherefore we mult take leave to lay downe 
oar owne opinion more clearely, which is this in few words. Firſt 
we diſtinguiſh fan&ion from authority; both which the DoR. c6- 
foundeth; for though we affirme, their funRion there exerciſed to 
be Evangeliſticall and therefore extraordinary;yet we doe not ſo a- 
youch of their whole authority nor yet of that authority or power 
of ordination & juriſdiction, whereof he ſpeaketh inthe afſumptis 
of his former argument; as the DoR.may perceive by the Refurers 
words, whereof he tooke notice pag. 84 . Againe, we diſtinguiſh 
betwixt authority ( fimply conſidered and in generall ) to performe 
the works of preaching, and ordeyning &c. And that particular or 
perſonall authority which for the exerciſe of theſe works, was inve- 
ſted in their perſons ; and gave them allowance in all places where 
they came to exerciſe the works of their calling : And therefore 
though we grant ( as before is noted ) the authority it ſelf in ab- 
firako & ſimply conſidered ) to be ordinarily and perpetually ne. 
ceſſary: yet we alfirme their perſonall authority to be Evangeliſti- 
call,becauſe all the authority they had did flow from their Evange- 
liſticall fanion , For like as the Apoſtles preached and baptized 
by the authority of their Apoſtleſhip;ſo did Timothy & Titus both 
Preach and impoſe hands &c. by verrue of their Evangeliſtſhip. So 
then ro make anſwer, firſt ro the D. difhfunRiveargument, 1. as 
touching the funRion which Timothy & Titus exerciſed in Ephe« 
ſus and Creet, we atfirme it to be extraordinary and Evanyelifticalls 
and therefore ia that reſpeR utterly rejeR 7 Aſſumption, 2. tou- 


— 
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| ching their authorltie ( conſiſtiog as he ſaith ſpecially in ordinatis 
and juri(diRis ) if he rake it perſonally for that which was inveſted 
in them,by the miniſteriall funRis which they there exerciſed: then 

I reje& the aſſumption alſo in that behalfe: bur if it be taken ſfim- 

ply and at large for any authoritic to exerciſe the like works;eyther 

in the ſame Churches or in any other ; then I diſclaime his propo- 

fition. For we are ſo farre fro affirming this authoritie , to be pro- 

ynto Evyangeliſts; that we hold it rather com6 to every Paſtor, 

1n his owne congregation, Let the reader ſee what the DoRor ob. 

ſerveth for this purpoſe pag. 79. & 84. and what we have added, 

(cap. $, (c&. 12) touching their preheminence above other Mini- 

rs, and the continuance thereof , in the preſidents of Synods. 

$+.z24 Now tocometo his Argument firſt ſer downe, (and to paſſe by 
pag.y8.99. that fault, of mencioning tunRion onely in the propoſition; wher- 
as authoritie ts alſo joyned with it in the afſumption and concluſli- 

on) the Aſſumption which was denyed by the Refurer, muſt (for 

the clearing of his true meaning)be divided into two mebers, the 

one ſerving properly for the plaine & naturall aſſumpris. viz.that 

the funRion and authoritic which they exerciſed in Epheſus and 

Creete, was not to end with their perſons ; but to be continued in 

their ſucceſſors :the other ſerving eyther for the Medius terminus 

of a proſyllogiſm to c6firm the former; or at leaſt for an explicatio 

of his meaning therin.viz.that the fun&io& authoritic which they 

had or exerciſed in thoſe Churches, was ſuch as aſſigned them to 

the particular care thereof, and conſiſted ſpecially in the power of 
ordination and juriſdiion: the refuter(for brevitic ſake omitting, 

to diſtinguiſh theſe two differing propoſitions infolded in one)fit- 

ted his anſwer to the later , affirming (as the truth is) thar there- 

The Do. in he doth but begge the queſtion; in aſmuch as he aſſumeth for 
begg<th. truth theſetwo points before convinced of falſhood. viz. 1. that 
they were aſſigned to the perperuall charge of thoſe Churches. 
2.Andthat their authoritie was ſuch a preheminent power 1n ordi- 

nation and jurifdiion,as he aſcribeth clſwhere to Biſhops, If pre- 

judice (or rather malice as it may be feared ) had not blinded the 

Docoy, he might have aſwell diſcerned this, as ſome others have 

done, that borrowed no light from the Refuter by any private c6- 

ference with him,to finde out his true meaning,and then he mighe 

have ip: that outragious calumniation He roves and raves 4s men 

aſe to 
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But to anſwere his Aſſumption, as he hath now nakedly propoun- 
ded it, (viz.thart the fanRion and authoritie which they cxerciſcd 
in Epheſus and Creete, was not to end with their perſons, bur to 
be cotinued in their ſucceflors.)I anſwer,with the diſtin&io before 
uſed, to wit that their perſonall authoritie, periſhed with their fun» 
Rion; and therefore in that reſpe& the aſſumption is falſe; howſ0- 
ever there remayned unto perpetuall ſucceſiion an authoritie to 

e the ſame miniſterial] works, which they exerciſed by ver- 
rue of their temporary fun&ion.Sothar, if he will prove the afſum- 
ption in that ſenſe wherein it is denyed : then muſt he prove the 
perpetuitie ( not onely of their authoritic in generall, and for the 
works ſake which they performed, bur alſo)of their particular fun- 

Rion, and of thar perſonall authoricie, which they there exerciſed; 
ſo as neyther the one nor the other did end with their perſons, bur 
was continued in their ſucceſſors; the proofe therefore of his aſſu- 

ion muſt thus runne, PEWE=q: 

T hat, funition and autboritie Which is ordinary an neceſſa- 
ry, not onely for the welbeing , but «lſ3 for the very being of Fe Chee 
&: 45 191 19 end With the perſons of Timothy and T xa, but to becontinued 
in their ſucceſſors. 

But the funttion and authoritie which they exerciſed in Epheſus & (ret, 
» ordinary end perpetually neceſſary,not onely for the wel-bemg but alſs for the 
very being of the viſible Churches, 

T herefore the funttion end exthoritie which they there exerciſed, as not to 
end in their perſons ; but to be continued in thery ſucceſſors, 

Here the Aſſumption was denied;becauſe however the power of 
ordination and juriſdiion be perpetually neceſſary; yer there is 
no neceſſitie , that there ſhould be in every Church an Evangeliſt 
(that is to ſay,one indowed with that peculiar fun&ion &perſonall 
authoritie which Timothy and Titus had) tor the good ordering 
and executing of that power . The Doctor ſaith, he did nor 
that, Which is denyed,(cz .that there muFt be an Evageliit in every Church: 
neyther is he willing to ſee, that his aſſumption doth both in effe& 
aftirm as muchz& plainely ayouche, what he dareth not to juſtify, 
to wit, that the very funRion which Timothy and Titus exerciſed, 
is perpetually neceſſarie, not onely for the wel-being; but alſo for 
the very being of the viſible Churches. 


13h, 2; 


To avoid this groſſe abſurdirie, he will needes now divide their con 3.ad 
funRion from their authoritic; which _—_ he hath mo___ 
F: 
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For thus he explaineth his Aſſumption . T bv finffiom Which Tims. 
thy and Trtza exerciſed vas ordinary; and their authornie perpetually necef. 


 fary ec. of which two points he (aith,bis Refuter granmteth the later, 


th not touch the firmer; as if the former branch could eſcape his 
touch, when his whole aflumprion is rejeted as falſe; or there were 
no difference, betwixt that power of ordination and juriſdifion in 
genecrall, which the Refuter graunteth to be perpetually neceſſary; 
and that peculiar authoritie , which was inveſted in Timothy and 
Titus, by reaſon of their particular funRion, which was before de. 


© ſweet D gied ro be continued in their ſucceſſors, But in truth, (as he hath 


The Dot 


now diſtributed and conſtrued the parts of his aſſumption, )in the 
ſecond he idly affirmeth,what was never denied;and (o leayeth un- 
couched the point which he ſhould have proved: And in the firſt, 
he offendeth more groſly , for he burroweth the concluſion of his 
firſt argument, to make good the Aſſumption of the ſame. Before 
he proved the fun&ion of Timothy & Tirus to be ordinary & epil- 
copall; becauſe it was not extraordinary and evangeliſticall: Ard 
now to prove that their fun&ion was cotinued in their ſucceſſors, 
and therefore notextraordinaric and Evangeliſticall , he telleth ys, 
that it is an ordinarie funRion and the ſame , which the Biſhops 


* that ſucceeded them, didexerciſe . And to make a mends for this 


bcggerth, impudent begging, he multiplyeth his default, by heaping up 


many aſſertions, whereof ſome are apparantly falſe, and the reſt no 
leſfe doubtfull , then the point which he indeavoreth to juſtify 
For firſt, it is falſe which he ſaith of Timothy and Titus; that in thens 
there was nothing extraordinarie, but their not limitation to any certain chur- 
ches; & ſo is that which he addeth to prove it, viz. that their calli';y ro 
the eMiniſtery was ordiuary , and thew gifts attayned by ordinary meanes, 
for himſelf interpreteth the Apoſtles words 1.Tim.4. 14.(negle& 
not the gift that is in thee&was givEthe by propheſie8c.of his cal- 
ling to the Miniſtery,not by humane ſuffrage;but by divine reyela- 
tion, & by the comandement or oracle of the HolyGhoſt(lib.4.p. 
141.)his calling therefore to the Miniſtcry (by his own confe(; 0) 
muſt be extraordinaric. 2. Neyther can it be denied to be extra - 
ordinarie in Titus, that the Apoſtle comitted to his Church,the fi- 
n'{h1n;; of his owne work, for the firſt eſtabliſhing of the Churches 
3: Creta , and furniſhing them with Biſhops or Elders to inftrut 
them. For himſelf confefſeth that the Churches which were yec in 
conſtituting, and ynfurnithed wah Presbyters to teach them, had 


no 
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no need of a Biſhop to govern them . Ws pig. 63. 3,1n like 
manner this large commiſſion not confined ro any one Church or 
Dioceſe, but with equall charge extended over all the Churches 
jn the whole Iland, was more then ordinaric: ſcing the ordinary 
Biſhops and Elders were reſtreyned, to the overſight of one encly 
Church or 7 rs. 5 pw by AR. 20.28, & 14- 23. Phil, 1.1, 
and the DoRor that hath ſought all records he could meet with, 
for the next ſucceſſors of Titus, can finde none, that had the like 
extent of juriſdiction, till the next age afcer the Apoſtles; and yer 
there is an apparant difference, betweene him tha: the Do&.men- 
cioneth , and Titus as 1s before obſerved cap. 8. ſaR. 1 7, next be- 
tore this. 4. Moreover it was extraordinarie that Timotby & Ti- 
tus were authorized to comaund and to ſpeake with comanding 
authoritie. r, Tim. 1.3, &4.11.& 5.7. Tit. 2. 15, for the aun- 
cient Biſhops knewe, that this was rather Apoſtolike , then ſuting 
with the fun&ion of Biſhops: ( Ignatius in ep: ad Rom, knowing 
his owne meaſure would not commaund as an Apoſtle but exhort 
&c. ) but becauſe theſe men by their daily converſation with the 
Apoſtle , knew perfeRly his dorine and doings, the Paſtors of 
the Churches to which they were fent, were to receive diretion fro 
them , and to yecld obedience to their inſtructions. 1.Cor.gq. 17+ 
& 16, 10,16, 2. Cor-7 13. 2. Tim, 2.24& 3.10, 5. Yeacven 
in gifts and the way of attayning them,D. Downames Betters doe 
acknowledge this extraordinarie preheminence; that, they were w1- 
dowed With extrordmarie gifts , as the revealing of ſecrers; and diſcerning of 
Jprrits ; and that they bed their knowledge for the moi? pot infuſed by revels- 
t107, perpet. govern. pag. 88. Biſhop Barlow. / mat in AR. 20.28 
fol.6. And fince ſome of theſe Extraordinarie preheminences,then 
ſhined moſt clearly when they were aſſigned, ro the Churches of E- 
pheſus and Creet , it followeth inevirably that their funRion was 
even at that time extraordinarie, andtherefore not epilcopall, but 
evangeliſticall, 

Now whereas he ſaith, that ther funftion was the [ame ordinary fats 
tHon, which their ſucceſſors, + all other Prerbyuars did exerciſe; becauſe. 1. 
they were aſſiened to certeine Churches as the Paſtors thereof. 2. ordered 
thereto by impoſuson of hands. 3. and by that ordination, firmſhed with tbe 
power of ordination and juriſdiftion; what elſe doth he then indeayor ro 
Juſtify the point controverted, by others, no leflc doubtfull, if not 
apparantly falſe, 
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To returne now to that aſſumption, which at the firſt affirmed 
joyntly, thar the very funttwon of T reothy &5 T 116, aſwell as their anthoricy 
was both ordinary «nd perpetually necefſary &6. it is moſt plaine, by the 
reaſon added in his ſermon (pag. 79. before he bringeth in his 
concluſion) that he then intended(as his wordes ignitjed) to jul. 
tify the perpetuity of their funRion for the wordes of his reaſon are 
theſe; If whiles the «Apoſtles themſelves lived , it Was neceſſary that they 
ſhould ſubſtitute in the Churches already planted, ſuch as T imothy & T itw, 
furniſhed th eprſcopall power ;, then much more after their deceaſe , bave the 
Churches need of (ach governours. To this connexive propoſition him- 
ſclfe addeth the aſſumption, and concluſion pag. 104. following, 
But the former 1 evident by the eApoſt les prattiſe in Epheſus &- Creet, and 
all other eApoitolicall { burches . T herefore the latter may not be denyed, | 
With what face now, can the Door deny ,that this argument ay- 
meth at the perpetuall neceſſity ( for all Churches ) not onely of 
that authority or power, which he calleth epiſcopall;but alſo of the 
very office or function of Biſhops, ſuch as he afftirmeth Timothy & 
Titus to have bin ? His complaint therefore is very injurious , ( as 
we havecl[where ſhewed to the full ) when he chargeth his Refurer 
with wronging him in ſaying,that he maketh this epiſcopal power 
perpetually neceſſary, for the very being of the vifible Churches;& 
that he contradiceth himſelfe in another place, when he acknow- 
ledgeth that where the epiſcopal! government may not be had, an 
other may be admitred. 

But albeit the Door be loth to confeſſe himſelfe guilty; yet is 
it a ſigne of remorſe that he rctuſeth; ro mainteine that neceſſity of 
the epiſcopall fun&ion, which his argument art firſt dire&ly con- 
cluded. Howbeit he proceedeth ini falle accuſation againſt his Re- 
futer in ſaying, he doth but clude his reaſo with a malepert ſpeach, 


The D.wa- becauſe he wiſhed him, not to twave & crave, but to prove the queit:on, for 


doth he not crave rather then prove,that which he aſſumeth for an 
evident truth;when he giveth us no other argument, then his owne 
naked affirmance (that it ts evident e5c. ) to juſtify the aſſumprion or 
Anrtecedent oſhis reaſon ( viz. that it was neceſlary whiles the A- 
poſiles lived roſubſtirute in the churches already planted men fur. 
n:ſh:d with epiſcopall power, & therein like to Timothy & Titus? 
And doth he not wave to and fro, or rather goe back againe to the 
firſt point controverted in this whole Chapter ; {when he avouch- 
eth in the ſame Aſſumption; that Timorhy & Titus were mg" 
W 
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with epiſcopall power; when the Apoſtle Paul ſubſtituted them in 
the churches of Epheſus and Creet? Wherefore, if his drifc were, 
jn this diviſion, ſuch as he avoucheth in the entrance thereof (viz. 
by a new ſupply of arguments to prove Timothy & Titus to have 
bene Biſhops of Epheſus and Creet) the iſſue of all his reaſoning is 
no better - a a plaine dancing the round , in this faſhion. Their 
fun&ion and authoritic was epiſcopall , becauſe it was not Evan- 
geliſticall; for it died not with their perſons; and therefore was not: 
Evangeliſticall. It died not with their perſons, becauſe it was ordi- 
narie and perpetually neceſſary &c. for if it were neceſſaric to have 
men furniſhed with epiſcopall power, whiles the Apoſtles lived: ir 
was much more neceſſary , after their deathes . Now that it was 
neceſlarie whiles they lived , it is evident by the Apoſtles praftiſe 
in furniſhing Timothy and Titus, with epiſcopall power , at Ephe- 
ſus and in Creet, Who ſceth not (by all this his diſcourſe) that we 
are now juſt where we began? All this waving therefore from one 
argument to another in ſhewe; is bat to dazell the eyes of his rea- 
der, that he might not diſcerne his groſſe begging . For in effeR, 
this is all he can ſay , They were furniſhed with epilcopall power: & 
therefore their authoritic was epiſcopall: or, S. Paul made them 
Biſhops , and therefore they were Biſhops of his ordeyning. 
As for thoſe two queſtions which he debateth Se. 15. & 16, 
\r- whether it be perpetually neceſſary, that the ſway of the eccle- 
laſticall authoritie ſhould be in one? and what forme of Church- 
government is to be preferred as the beſt?I forbeare to follow him 
in thoſe digreſlſions. His reſolution to the former being negative, 
doth ſcarce accord with the concluſion of his laſt argument; which 
affirmeth that ſuch governors,as wereTimothy &Titus(in his opi- 
nion,) furniſhed with epiſcopall power , are much more neceſſarie 
after the Apoſtles death,then in their life time. Bur his reſoluti6 to 
the later,is groiided on ſuch a reaſon,as wil pur life againe into the 
ſame; if there were an undoubted truth in it, For could he prove 
* the Monarchicall government of Bps,to be of divine inſtitutio(as 
he affirmeth) it would follow, not onely that itis the beſt forme of 
Church. governmentzbur alſo neceſſarily to be continued. And as 
I nothing feare to graunt him that conſequence; fo I knowe he 
boaſterh in vain of warrant in the ſcriptures for the epiſcopall fun- 
&ion, He hath ſought for it, firſt in the Angels of the 7. chueches; 
then in Pauls approbation of Archippus, & Epaphcoditus; be _=_ 
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cecded ro Tames his preſidence ar Ieruſalzm; & now he hath done 
al the can to prove it by the Apoſtles ordeyning Timothy & Titus 
to the funRion of —_ In all which difputations of his, I have 
clearely ſhewed thatthe {criptures give him no colour for his afſer- 
tion. We are therefore now ready to liſten to thoſe teſtimonies of 
antiquity; which ( if we might belecve him ) with a generall coſent 
_ x tO his ailertiongthat T mnoothy Was Biſhop of Epheligs & The 
[464 refer. 


Chap. 12. (oncerning the teffimonies of Antiquitie alleadged by the 
Dottor, to prove Tumathy ts be the Biſhop of Epheſus, and T uw of 
Creet. 


F [rſt he alleadgeth the ſubſcriptions, annexed to the end of the 
epiſtle to Titus, & of the ſecond ro Timothy; wherein the one 1s 
ſayd ro have big ordeyned the firſt Biſhop of the Church of the E- 
pheſians; and the other , the ficſt Biſhop of the Church of the Cre 
tans . Being asked by his Refuter whether he thought them to be 
of the Canon, or added by the Apoſtle; he fignifieth that, he # not of 
that, opinion. Whence I inferre that their evidence can never juſtity* 
his maine purpoſe, which is to prove that the fun&ion of dioceſan 
Biſhops, is of divine inſtitution. But he ſaith, ft i« certeine ey ave of 
great entiquity, and of better credu then the R;futer, & other d:ſciplmarians 
would make then. . It it be certeine, their antiquity is great, & their 
credit very good, why doth not the D. give us the proofs whereon 
he groundeth his certeinty ? Firſt, for their antiquity,they deſerve 
not that preheminence,which he giveth them, ro be heard before 
Euſcbius & the reſt of the fathers, which he alleadgeth for the au- 
thors of the moſt ancient Syriac ; 2nd the old latin tranſlations 
found no mencion of an epi{copall ordination beſtowed on Timo- 
thy & Titus in the greek copies which they followed. And yet the 
books which the old latin Interpreter imbraced , doe fully accord 
in the ſubſcriprio of all the former epiſtles, with thoſe latter copies, 
into which that clauſe of that Biſhoprick was foiſted in.If therefore 
their credit have not {ome berrer ſupport, then their antiquity, 


their evidence is little worth. The DoR. greateſt labour in defence 


of their credit,is, ro remove out of the way his Refaters objeRion, 
who ſaith, The ſubſcripnonſet wnder the epiſtle to T #1444 ( affiryiug it to be 
written from Niicopolis ) i4 contrary to Pali ant Words, T uns. 3. 12. 01- 
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: of Panl bed bren at Nicopolis , when he Wrote , after this charge gruey 
> Sr [ndeavor to _—_ we to Nicopols)he would nor havetays 
chi ger kekika &c. for there, (but rather ententha here ) I have deter- 
mined ro winter . The Doctor paveth the way to his anſwer with 
this preface: 7 deed ſaitb be if any other learned man that were nat a party 
in ths cauſe bad cenſured theſe ſubſcriptions, I wnld have reſpefted their con« 
ſarer: but the ('<vellations of the diſciplinarians agamſ# them are ro he rejefted, 
You may ſee how partiall the Door is , who yer would ſeeme to 
hate parriallity:and how little credit theſe ſubſcriptions haye with 
the D, who therefore hath reſolved to give them what grace he 
can, becauſe they are dilciplinarians who have diſgraced them. The 
Rhemiſts may freely controull the ſubſcriptions of ſundry other e+ 
piſtles, becauſe they are not parties in this cauſe; ( ſee their Argu- 
ment. on, 1, Cor. & 2. Cor, Gal. 1. and 2. Thefl, and 1. Tim. for 
the place whence the epiſtles were ſent ) But Mr. Bezacan have no 
indifferent hearing; his reaſons are but Cavillations , But heare I 
pray, how the DaRor confuteth him. 7/you will, ſaith he, conſadey 
with me that, Panl bring , as uſually be ras, #1 peregrination, T itz conld not 
tell where be was: Paul therefore being at, Nycepolss wrote as any diſcreet wa 
would in the like caſe, Cone to me to Nicopolis, for meme to winter there. 
whereas if be bad written as the R:futer would have bad him Titus wight 
bave ſayd,where Paul? a4 being vucerteine where Paul wt > whither hims- 
felfe was to goe . It (eemeth the DoRor eyther did not conſider, or 
would nor take notice. 1. thatit was needleſle for Titus to be in- 
formed, where Paul was at the writing of this epiftle; ſeing he was. 
not xo goe preſently to him, bur to make himſelfe ready ro come 
upon a new meſſage, as theſe words declare,Wwhen [ ſhillſend Artemas 
to thee,or T ichicus, be diligent to come to me. 2. that Paul his being then 
in peregrination (as the D.conceireth ) doth very probably argue 
the contrarie to that which he colleReth; ro wit,that as yet he was 
not come to Nicopolis, were he reſolved to ſpend the winter, and 
to wait for Titus his coming thither. But becauſe the DoR, would 
{cems to build upon the comon judgement of ſuch as are diſcreety 
I very willingly fubmir the triall of this difterence to the diſcreee 
reader(which obſerverh in the writings and ſpeaches of them tharx 
are diſcreet,thediffercnt uſe of theſe adverbs;hic & ullig here & there) 
whether it ſtand with diſcretion. 1. for the K. Almner which fol. 
lowcth the court, when he is at Greenewich, to ſend tor one of his 
followers, with the like words, When 1 hag A.B.or C.D.to _ 
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then come thou ynto me to Greenewich for there I meaneto win- 
ter, or rather thus, for here I meaneto winter: 2. for his follower 
that receyveth his letters,if he ſay,chere / meane to winter,to conclude 
for certeinty, that his Mr. wasat Greenewich, when he wrote. z 
And if he ſay, here f meauetowinter, to ſend to his Mr. ſor new dire- 
Kion whereto find him. 

As for the teftimony of Athanaſius, Oecumenins andothers, - 
which following the error of him that firſt imagined Paul to be ar 
Nicopolis, when he wrote toTirus, drunk it in without any further 
examination; it cannot overweigh the force of any juſt probability 
to the contrary, for in queſtions of this nature(yea of greaterevent 
often times)the heedlefle receiving of that which ſome one or moe 
of rhe Ancients have imbraced, -hath bin the cauſe ot many errors, 
Bar if the reſt of his witneſles be no more reſolute for him, then the 
authors of the Centuries; he might well have ſpared the citing of 
them, for they leave it doubtfull whether the epiſtle were Tent from 
Epheſus or Nicopolis. 

In the next place, he urgeth the generall conſent of the ancient 
Fathers as Euſebius, Dyoniſius, Dorotheus, Ambroſe, Hicrom, 
Chryſoſtome and others ro the number of 16.which teſtify thatTi- 
morthy and Titus were Biſhops. To all which, hereceived a three- 
fold anſwer. Frit that the fathers in ſo calling them , take not the 
name properlie for the funRio of a Diocefan or provincial Biſhop; 
but improperlie & in a more generall (ignification; like as they call 
ſome of the Apoſiles, Biſhops, for the work and preheminence 
fake, wherein Biſhops afterwards ſucceeded them, This anſwere is 
wittingly miſtaken of the DoRor for a bare deniall of that which 
they affirme: wherc fore it ſhall ſuffice to urge him vnrto the proote 
of the point denyed ( and by him wholly neglcRed ) ſcz, that the 
Fathers did ſo term them properly as giving them the very fun&i- 
on of Dioceſan Biſhops for which he pleadeth. Secondly,he was 
rolde , their conſent was not fo generall as he would make us be. 
teeve; the truth of which anſwer 1s evident by this, that among all 
the fathers ſummoned to give in their evidence; we hearc not the 
names of [gnarius, Irenzus, Tertullian, or any other that lived in 
the firſt 300. yeares. For that counterfeyt that ſhrowdeth himſelf 
under thename of Dyoniſius Arcopagita,is demonſtrated by ma- 
ny worthy divines,( D. Reynolds Conf. with Hart. cap. 8.diviſ. 2, 
pag. 488. Cent. I, lib, 2, de Dyonif, Arcopag. Perkins problem 
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pag- 9. Scult. Medull: de Dyonil, ſcript. pag.-484.) to be ſuch 
a novicethat he was unkaowae to Euſebius and Hicrom or any 0- 
ther of the ancients, before Gregorie the great , Wherefore, it will 


de give the Do. little reliete ro-graunt him, that in his time , it was 
4 generally received ,that Timothy was Biſhop af Epheſus; cſpecial- 
_ ly ſeing the Papiſts may alſo from his teſtimonic likewiſe conclude, 
_— that in his time the Monkes were of greatcredit in the Church, & 
= many of their ceremonies (as annoyntings, crollings, Incenſe, co 
- ſecrations &c. were in yſe; and that in his time it was generally co- 
x feſſcd that Biſhops onely were allowed,divina ordinatione Chriſma 
4 conficere . Hierarch: eccleſ, Cap. 4. & y. 
- And whereas unto that objefted out of Ignatius (that he was (0 
4 farre from eſteeming Timothy as a Biſhop , that he rather maketh 
. bim a Deacon . ( epilt. ad Trall. ) the Door anſwereth by diſtin- 
F guiching the rimes,that he was ſuch an Evangeliſt as firſt miniſtred 
i to Paul as a Deacon, afterwards was ordeyned a Presbyrer , & laſt- 

ly a Biſhop ; he explaynerh nor but rather perverteth Ignatius his 

meaning , whoſe purpole is nothing elſe , but toſhew what ſervice 
, Deacons doe owe to Biſhops, by compariſon of that ſervice; which 
l holy Steven did to blefſed lames, & Timotheus & Linus unto Paul 
: &c. In which compariſon though he match Tim. with the Deac6, 
8 and not vvith the Biſhop ( as T. C. rightly obſerverh) yer as he gi- 


yeth not to Paul the fun&ion of a Bi * ſo neyther unto Timo- 
| thy the office of a Deacon. Nay rather he ſhadoweth out in Timo- 
thy the office of an Evangeliſt, in that he maketh him , an aſſiſtane 
unto Paul in his Apoſtieſhip. As for that fancie vyhich the Do&. 
| broacheth,of T imothies ſerving firſt # the office of « Deacon,then of « Preſ- 
byter , &+ laſtly of « Biſhop; ir 1s not for his credit, to father it upon 

Ignatius or Ambroſe, It is true, that Ambroſe ſaith Timothy was 

ordeyned a presbyrer and that he was a Biſhop, becauſe he had no 

other presbyters before him: yer affirmerh he withall, that, there ts 
but vn ordmatio epiſcops & preſbyteri , thet, there is but one ordination of 
4 Biſhop and a Preſbyter , vterg, ennn (acerdos eſt (Com. in 1. Tim, 3.) 
Wherefore that one ordination whereof Ambroſe ſpeaketh,confu- 
teth that thrice ordination , vvhereof the Door dreameth. And 
if Ignatius had bene _—_— vevich Timothics ordinatio to the 
Biſhoprick of Epheſus; doubtleſle, in vvricing to the Epheſians, he 
vvould not have aſſociated him vuith the Apoſtle Paul, as a joynte 
Teacher or Mr, by vyyhom they vvere — in the faith, ( Voz 
2 gs 
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ego tale effots, « talibua magiſtris eradiri, Paulo Chriftifere & T imotfes 
faſws ). He wouldrather hauc diſtinguiſhed their tunRiong, 
like as he doth the Paſtorall charge of Evodius, from the - 15 
licall funRion of Peter 2nd Paul, who firſt planted the goipell at 
Antioch: as his words ( alleadged by the DoRor ( ſerm. pag. $2. 
ad Antioch: )ſhewe. In vaine theretore braggeth he of a general! 
conſent of the auncient fathers , when, of all that lived in the firſt 
300, yeates, there cannot any one be allcadged, that giveth to Ti- 
mothy and Titus, the name of a Biſhop; much lefle the funRion of 
a dioceſan Biſhop. ; ; 
Here perhaps the DoRor will againe pnt us in minde of Euſe- 
bius, who reporteth out of former hiſtories, that Timothy firft had 
the Biſhoprick of the Chutch of Epheſns, & Titus of the Churches 
in Creet. And becauſe this his report 1s the maine foundation, 
whereon all the reſt are grounded, I will vouchſafe it this particu- 
lar anſwer following. It 1s worth the noting that what he ſpeaketh, 
he delivereth,not as a certain truth grouded on the holy ſcriptures; 
bur as a doubrfull report derived from other ſtories; from whence 
no ſure proofe can be drawne 1n dirinitic, as before hath bene ob- 


" ſerved. Bur (not to infiſt on this exceprion) why doth not the D. 


fortify the conſequence of this argument? Timothy obreyned firſt 
(epiſcopen ) the overſight (te parotkis ) of the Church in Epheſus, 
like as Titus had of all the Churches in Creet , Ergo they had each 
of them the fun&ion of a Dioceſan Biſhop in thoſe Churches. For 
Timothyes charge being peroikia enepheſso the pariſh in Epheſus;was 
too narrow a compaſſe for a Dioceſe; & Tirus having the overfighr 
of all the Churches in Creta (an land that had an 100. cities, and 
therefore called hekatowpols) had too large a juriſdition for one 
province. Moreover, fince there are no records of like authoritic 
to ſhew that any one Biſhop in the Apoſtles dayes, enjoyed the like 
ſuperintendencie over all the Churches of any kingdome or coun» 
tric; we have reaſon to think that Titus his comiſſion was extraor- 
dinarie. In deed Theodoret on 1. Tim. 3. and Chryſoſtom. Hom, 
10, on 2. Tim, doe give as large juriſdi&tion to Timothy as to Ti- 
tus , yea farre more large, eſtceming him ro have the charge of all 
in Aſa , as Titus had in Creta, But Chryſoſtome plainely ſgnify- 
eth, that this was extraordinary ; for of Titus he ſheweth, that how 
focver Paul comitted ſo great a charge to him , becauſe he was one 
@f his companions;a man of whoſe fidelitic he had good provfc, 8 
| ; in 
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in whom he put much confidence ( Hom. r. inepiſt. ad Tir.) yet 
it was never his meaning that his burrhen ſhould lye by contioualt 
ſucceſſion on the ſhoulders of any one man, Hom. 2. 1n Tir. 1. 5, 
Per civitates inquit: neg, enim voluit [nſalom tam vni vire permnts, ſed #- 

cuique propriem curens as ſoliciudmem indaci & c.1f then Titus his c6- 
miſiion to Creta was but Temporaricz when Euſebius giveth to Ti- 
mothy at Epheſus, the ſcif-ſame Overſeer-ſhip(or Biſhoprick if you 


| will) (the ſelf ſame Ifay, or the like , for his power and fan&ion) 


with that which Titus had over all the Churches in Creta, When 
alſo Chryſoſtome & ſore others doe match them in extent of ju- 
riſdition extraordinary, doth not the DoRor argue looſely, in 
drawing their teftimony to juſtify thar peculiar funRion af a dio- 
ceſan Biſhop , which he giveth unto Timothy and Titus? Eſpecial- 
ly, feing ir is evident by Euſebius his owne wordes (lib. 3. cap. 31. 
& 32.) that he acknowledgerh the firſt and neeralt ſucceſſors of 
the Apoftles (among whom he reckoneth Timothy and Titus) ro 
be for the moſt part Evangeliſts, and plainely diſtinguifh:th them 
from others, which were more properly Paſtors or Biſhops . And 
we bave before obſcrved out of Dorothew,that Timothy kad noſet- 
ted continuance at Epheſus , as Biſhops have on that one Church, 
whereto they are affixed, Ambroſe alſo maketh S.Paul a fellow- Bi- 
ſhop with Timothy ; when on 1. Tim. 1.3. he giveth this note:Ob- 
ſecrat epiſcapus co:piſcopum ſaum. And Hierome (though he gave the 
name of a Biſhop unto Titus) allotteth to him the peregrination of 
an Evangeliſt, in ſaying ( if the Catalogue of ecclefiaſtcall writers 
in his firſt rome, be his)thart he preached the goſpell aſwell in the [- 
lands lying round abour, as in Crera it ſelfe; and that the Apoſtle 
did theretore call him away from Creta, quia cum haderct necefſ2- 
rium in evangelij miniſterium;becauſe he was neceflarie for him for 
the miniſtery of the goſpell. Hier6n, in Tir. 3. 
The Refurers third anſwer therefore, (viz. thet, the ſeripruye coll: th SeR, 4. 2d 
T mothy an Evang- lift , even after he was ſent to Epheſus 2. T mn. 4. 5. is page1\9, 
fo farre from being comradiRed by the fathers, that ir receiveth 
approbation from ſome of thoſe whom the Doctor would draw to 
his fide. And whereas he addeth th.st. if they bad generally affirored bim 
to be 4 Biſhop properly, it carmot be of force to teach us (contrary to the ſer 
tures) to acknowl: dge but epiſcopall fantftrov , he ſpeakerh bue the <. 
neyther can the DoRor for ſhame, direly contradit him, in fo 
ſaying ; yet rather then he will faile to _ a ſhewe of impugning 
| 3 this 


Part 2 A Reply wnto Lb. 2; 
this anſwere, he perverteth it to an other purpoſe then was meant, 
ſaying, 7t is all one with the ſecond objeRion already anſwered( viz 
that the ſcripture calleth Timothy an Evangeliſt, and therefore he 
was no Biſhop) bur the beſt is; if chat had bene ſo, I hope the ob- 
jection is ſufficiently mainteyned againſt the D. anſwer. 

As for the newe wricers whom he alicadgeth ( pag. 110.) for a 
new ſupply to concurre with the Fatkers , for the juſtifying of thax 
Biſhoprick, which he aſcribeth ro Timothy and Titus; his freindes 
may wondcr at his impudency,that can doe this without bluſhing, 
Mr Calvin,he faith, & rhe authors of the Centuries doe affirm, thats 
T imothy Was the Pattor of the (hurch of © rh+/14:;he ſhould have added, 
& wit all proved,that by the name of a Paſtor,they meane a Dio» 
cc{an Bp,ſuch as ours, But the cotrary is manifeſt, firſt, by the cold 
allowance which the authors of che Centuries give to Timothyes 
Biſhoprick . ( Cent. 1. lib. 2. col. 614. ) when they ſay, they can 
finde no certeintie, in any approved writcr, quomodo aut quam- 
diu, after what manner and how long , Epneſiane eccleſis Dottor &5# 

gubernator prefaerit; he was teacher and govcrnour of the Church of 
Ephcſus: Bur eſpecially by that which Mr Calvin faith, on 2. Tims 
4. 5- ) to prove that Paul there [pealeth of the office of an Evange» 
IR; r. that there was ſuch a ſpcciall tun&on mentioned Ephel. 4. 
11. betweene the Apoſtles and Paſtors , that were the ſecond hel- 
pers to the Apoſtles. 2. that the Evangclilts excelled the Paſtors in 
degree and dignitie of office. 3. that it is moſt probable Timothy 
was one of them, and not of the Paſtors, 4. that Paull in the ho- 
nourable mencion of that his oface, reſpected both his incourage« 
ment, and the commendation of his authoritie to others. As for 
that preſidencie which D, Fulk give:h { on Tir. 1. 5.) to Timoth 
and Titus, I moſt freely ſubſcribe unto it ; and yet reje& that evil. 
copall ſuperioritie, which the DoGtor / raking part with the Rhe» 
mitts in their Annotations) contendeth tor in them, In like man» 
ner 1 ſay with Beza,that Timothy was the proeiFoos; but that a pre» 
fidenr of a presbytery is according to -zacs language a Biſhop, 
that is to ſay , 2 Dioceſan Biſhop, ſuch as ours , as the Do&. would 
have the reader to canceive) it is (o foul an untruth, that he cannot 
without check of conſcience avouch it, ſcing he cannot be igno- 
rant that Beza every where diſclaimerh,that (ole and fingular pre+ 
heminence, which the DoRor with the Romaniſts aſcribe toTimo- 
thy and Titus. Yca he flatly impugneth Timothics Biſhoprick, us 
that 


ea oa. 


Part 23. D. Downames defence orc. Lib. 2. 
that in moſt plaine termes ;in his Annort. on r. Tim. 3. voluit eur 
Paulus, ferente neceſſutate , Epheſi ſubſiitere, non wt ilk ecclfia, tanquam e- 
piſcopma additin «fer; ſed i eecleſia conflituta , pſeudapoHolis oecurrerer; 
aies poſtea revoratus eft roman, «b ipſs eApoſtols. neg, conſt at, ar... 
T innotheus poitea ſit Epheſus reverſma, vt qui fuer Evengeliſta 6, Paul 
would haye him (neceſſity requiring it)to be at Epheſus; nor to be 
fixed as the Biſhop , to that Church , bur that rhe Church being 
conſtitute he might meet with the falſe Apoſiles; from whence alſo 
he was afcerwardes called ro Rome by the ſame Apoſtle : neyther 
is it certaine whether Timothy afterwards returned to Epheſus,as 
he that was an Evangeliſt &c. Thus having diſcovered the Do&., 
deceitful and diſhoneſt dealing with his owne witneſſes, and his 
weak handling of the whole controverfie ; I hope I may be bolde 
with the Readers conſent to conclude; that the DoRors aſſu mpti- 
on touching Tim: and Titus ( viz. that they were ordeyned to the 
fun&Rion of dioceſan Biſhops by S. Paul , the one at Epheſus, the 
other in Creta) hath as yet received no firme ſupport, no not from 
humane evidence; much leſle from the holy ſcriptures . 


Chap. 13. Concerning Evrdus, Linus, Mark. Simeon & others, 
whom the D, ſeuh the eApoſtles ordeyned Biſhops. 


He DoR. now leaving the ſcriptures fearcheth after other an- $e& + 24 
cient records to ſec it he can find any other places where or perſons ſeft.29.pa, 
whom;the Apoſttes ord-yned Biſhops, which if weſhould wholly o. 112+ 
verpaſſe in ſilence, we ſhonld neyther wrong him nor the cauſe; ſe- 
ing the records of men ſubje@ro error, ( & drincking in many Cre 
rors through overſight or want of judgment ) cannor ſubſtantially 
conclude the queſtion now in hand, as hath bin often obſerved: 
But becauſe he glorieth ( though without cauſe as ſhall appeare in 
anſwer to his next page)that the evidence of truth put his Refuter 
to filence; we will enter into a neerer ſearch afrer the truth, & make 
no doubt , but we ſha!l ſay open to the conſcience of the indiffec- 
rent Reader, both the fa'ſhood of ſome of his records,and his fale 
or deceitful handling of the reſt: And firſt he beginneth with Anti- 
oche, vyhich ( as he ſaith ſerm pag, 8r. ) had the firſt Biſhop after 
Feruſalem ordeyned by the Apoſtles Peter and Paul,about the yeare 
of the Lord. 45. vvitnes Euſcbins Chron. anno. 45. and Hiſt. lib. 
3+ Ca. 22. and Iguar. ad Antioche: I anſyyer, there are many parts 
of 
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this anſwere, he perverteth it to an other purpoſe then was meant, 
ſaying, 7t is all one with the ſecond objeRion already anſwered( viz 
that the ſcripture calleth Timothy an Evangeliſt, and therefore he 
was no Biſhop) bur the beſt is; if that had bene ſo, I hope the ob- 
jeaton is ſufficiently mainteyned againſt the D. anſwer. 

As for the newe wricers whom he alleadgeth ( pag. 110.) for 2 
new ſupply to concurre with the Fathers , for the Juſliying of that 
Biſhoprick, which he aſcribeth ro Timothy and Titus; his freindeg 
may wondcrr at his impudency,that can doe this without bluſhing, 
Mr Calvin,he ſaith, & the authors of the Centuries doe affirm, thats 
T imothy Was the Pattor of the (hurch of Epheſw:;he ſhould have added, 
& with all proved,that by the name of a Paſtor, they meane a Dio» 
cc{an Bp,ſuch as ours, But the cotrary is manifeſt, firſt, by the cold 
allowance which the authors of che Centuries give to Timothyes 
Biſhoprick . ( Cent. 1. lib. 2. col. 614. ) when they ſay, they can 
finde no certeintie,, in any approved writer, quomodo aut quam- 
diu, after what manner and how long, Epneſtane eccleſis Detbor &5 

ubernator prefaerit; he was teacher and governour of the Church of 
Ephcſus: Bur eſpecially by that which Mr Calvin ſaith, on 2. Tims 
4. 5- ) to prove that Paul there ſpeaketh of the office of an Evange-» 
IR; 1. that there was ſuch a ſpeciall fun&tion mentioned Ephel. 4. 
11. betweene the Apoſtles and Paſtors , that were the ſecond hel- 
pers to the Apoſtles. 2. that the Evangeliſts excelled the Paſtors in 
degree and dignitie of office, 3. that it is moſt probable Timothy 
was one of them, and not of the Paſtors, 4. that Paull in the ho- 
nourable mencion of that his office, reſpe&cd both his incourage- 
ment, and the commendation of his authoritie to others. As for 
that preſidencie which D., Falk giveth ( on Tir. 1. 5.) to Timoth 
and Titus, I moſt freely ſubſcribe unto it; and yet reje& that epi 
copall ſuperioritie, which the DoRor ( raking part with the Rhe+» 
milts in their Annotations) contendeth for in them. In like man- 
ner I ſay with Beza,that Timothy was the proeFFoos; but that a pre- 
fidenr of a presbytery is according to Bezacs language a Bithop, 
that is to ſay , 2 Dioceſan Biſhop, (ſuch as ours , as the Do&.would 
have the reader tocanceive) it is ſo foul an untruth, that he cannot 
withopt check of conſcience avouch it; ſcing he cannot be igno- 
rant that Beza every where diſclaimerh,that (ole and ſingular pre» 
heminence, which the DoRor with the Romanitſts aſcribe toTimo- 
thy and Titus. Yca he gatly impugneth Timorhics Biſhoprick, _ 
that 
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that in moſt plainetermes ,in his Annort. on r. Tim. 3. voluit euns 
Paulus, ferente neceſſutate , Epheſi ſubſiftere, non 1 ill ecclifia, tanquam e- 
piſco addi eſer; ſed uU eccleſia conflututa , pſeudapoFtolus occurrevel; 

eltiam poſiee revoratus eſt romam, ab ipſs eApoſtols. neg, conſt at, ar. 
T innothews poitea ſut Epheſums reverſms, ut quis fuer Evengeliſta 6. Paul 
would haye him (neceſſity requiring it)to be at Epheſus; not to be 
fixed as the Biſhop, to that Church , but that the Church being 
conſtitute he might meet with the falſe Apoſiles; from whence al{o 
he was be called ro Rome by the ſame Apoſtle : neyther 
is it certaine whether Timothy afterwards returned to Epheſus, as 
he that was an Evangeliſt &c. Thus having diſcovered the Do&., 
deceitful and diſhoneſt dealing with his owne witneſſes, and his 
weak handling of the whole controverfie ; I hope I may be bolde 
with the Readers conſent to conclude; that the DoRors aſſumpri- 
on touching Tim: and Titus ( viz. that they were ordeyned to the 
funRion of dioceſan Biſhops by S. Paul , the one at Epheſus, the 
other in Creta) hath as yet received no firme ſupport, no not from 
humane evidence; much leſſe from the holy ſcriptures . 


Chap. 13. Concerning Evrdus, Linus, Mark Simeon & others, 
Whom the D ſeuh the eApoſtles ordeyned Biſhops, 


He DoR. now leaving the ſcriptures ſearcheth after other an- S«<&.r 24 
cient records to ſec it he can find any other places where or perſons ſebt.20.pa. 
whom,the Apoſtles ord-yned Biſhops, which if weſhould wholly o. 122- 
verpaſſe in ſilence, we ſhould neyther wrong him nor the cauſe; (e- 
ing the records of men ſubje@ro error, ( & drincking in many er 
rors through overſight or want of judgment ) cannor ſubſtantially 
conclude the queſtion now in hand, as hath bin often obſerved: 
But becauſe he glorieth ( though without cauſe as ſhall appeare in 
anſwer to his next page)that the evidence of truth put his Refuter 
to filence; we will enter into a neerer ſearch afrer the trath, & make 
no doubt , but we ſha!l lay open to the conſcience of the indiffc- 
rent Reader, both the fa'ſhood of ſome of his records,and his fal'e 
or deceitful handling of the reſt: And firſt he beginneth with Anti- 
oche, vvhich ( as he ſaith ſerm pag. 8r. ) had the firſt Biſhop after 
Feruſalem ordeyned by the Apoſtles Peter and Paul, about the yeare 
of the Lord. 45. vvitnes Euſcbins Chron. anno. 45. and Hiſt. lib. 
3+ ca, 22. and Iguar. ad Antioche: I anſyyer, there are many parts 
of 
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ef S, Lukes ſacred tory, that vvith hold us from acknovrledging a- 
ny ſuch epiſcopall ſuperiority in Evedius as the DoRor aſcriberh to 
him: for many mactrers of great moment are recorded concernin 
the Church at Antiochzvvhich fcll our atcer the 45. yeare of Chrilt; 
' andyet there is no mencion of Eyodius , much lefle of his Biſhop- 
rick. After the death of Herod, vyhich vvas in the end of the, 3. 
yeare of Claudius ( Euſeb: lib, 2. ca, 9g. ex loſepho) and. 45 . of 
Chriſt ( as Euſeb: accounteth in Chron, an. 45- )Paul and Barna- 
bas returned fro [eruſalem to Antioch, Aas. 13. 23. 25; at which 
time, there were certeine Prophets and Teachers therez by whoſe 
impoſirion of hands,Paul & Barnabas were ſeperated to the work; 
whereynto the Holy Ghoſt called them. Cap. 13. 1. 2- 3- Nowif 
Evodins had bin the Biſhop of that Church at this time, would S. 
Luke have oyerpaſled his name in ſilence, when he rekoneth up the 
principall Teachers that then were there? And if Peter had gone af- 
ter his impriſonment to Antioch, there to conſtitute Eyodius his 
ſucccfor would not S. Luke have given ſome notice of his being 
there with Paul. Againe when Paul and Barnabas came back 
to Antioch, they gathered the Church togither; and rehearſed all 
that God had done by them, & there aboade a long time with the 
diſciples.cap. 14- 27. 28. In this their ſtay there,grew that diflen- 
tion about circumcifion, which occaſiened that meeting ar Ieruſa- 
km toend the queſtion. Cap. 15. 1. 2. &c. where was Evodius all 
this while? was he a non-reſident from his charge? had he bin the 
Biſhop of Antioch; and there reſident, how is it,that we heare no» 
thing of his enrerteyning Paul and Barnabas at their rerurne, and 
of their relating to him, ( as Paul did afterwards to Iames at Ieru- 
falem, ( Cap. 21.18.19. )the ſucceſle of their traveiles? why heare 
we nothing of his partaking in the controverſy , eyther with or a- 
gainſt Paul and Barnabas ? & why nothing of his going up to the 
Synode art Icruſalem ? for who mor: fit to be imployed in ſuch a 
buſynes, then their Biſhop? tor which part ſoever he rooke, it was 
pecefſary, for the Churches inſtruRion, in all ſucceeding ages,rthat 
(a che Angells of the Aſizh churches Apoc. 2. & 3. ſo ) he ſhould 
avc his due praiſe or diſpraiſe for reſiſting or ſupporting thoſe 
falſe Teachers that diſturbed the peace of the Church. To goe 
forwards as the the ſtorie leadethy after the the Synode was ended, 
Judas and Silas were ſent with Paul and Barnabas vnro Antioche, 
aud letters were written (not to the Biſhop , bur ) to the _—_— 
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of the Gentiles; and they were accordingly delivered to the multi- 
rude aſſembled, who rejoyced for the conſolation. Cap. 15. 22.23, 
39. 31. ladas and Silas ſtayed there for a time, ſo did Paul & Bar- 
nabas till chey were ſoſtyrred, thatthey parted companies. verf. 
32. 35+ 39- 40; bur before Paul and Barnabas were divided, Peter 
coming thither,was withſtood by Paul to his face, for that offence 
which he gave in withdrawing himſelf from the tellovy-ſhip of the 
Gentiles, as Paul himſelfe relaterth Gal. 2.11. 12. 13. Inal theſe 
events yvhat did Eyodius, worthy the name or place of a Biſhop, 
indovved vvith ſuch a —_— of povver,and honer aboye all o- 
ther Teachers, though of an higher degree then Presbyrers, as log 
as they are vvithin his Dioceſe? If vve may belceve the DoR, (pag. 
136. lib. 3- ) ought not he to hare interpoſed his epiſcopall aus 
thority in comanding his people ro keep the decrees ordeyned by 
the Apoſtles;and in appealing thoſe contentions, vvhich aroſc be- 
tyycence Paul and Perer,and betvveene Barnabas and Paul, vvhiles 
they converſed vvithin his juriſdi&ion? Surely vvhat ever, the D. 
concciveth of theſe matrers z_ who can perſwade themſelves that S, 
Luke. and S. Panl would have buried in ſilence , the name, office, 
and indeayours of Evodius, if he had bin ſo long before ordeyned 
by Peter and Paul, to the Biſhoprick of Antioch? 

As for Euſcbius his Cronicle,it doth too much difcredit it ſelfe, Sett. x; 
to be credited of us in this caſe , for it ſaith, that Peter in the laſt | 
yeare of Tiberius ( which was the. 39. of Chriſt ) placed hischaire 
at Antioch, and there late 25. yeares; and that in the 2. yeare of 
Claudius, he removed to Rome, and there ſar allo, 25. yeares. Bee 
cauſe both theſe compurarions cannot ſtind togither, the firſt 25, 

ares is generally c{tcemed an error; and reduced to. 7, yearcs, 
Gee yer theſe abſurdities remaine 1. that Peters aboad 7. yearesat 
Antioch, and his remove to Rome in the ſecond of Claudius, can» 
notaccord with $, Lukes ſtorie, for his continuance in Iudea, and 
his impriſonment by Herod; nor long before the death of Herod 
(Ce DoRor Reynolds Cont, with Hart. Cap. 6. diviſ. 3. and D., 
Whit. de pont. Rom. quelt, 3, pag 346. 347+) 2.that Peters re- 
moving from Antioch to Rome in the 2. yeare of Claudius, cone 
tradiceth the D. afſertion; {cz , tht, Evodus Was wrd:yned Biſhop of 
eAntioch by Peter and Paul in the yrare of our Lord 45; which was the.3, 
year: of Claudius, by Eulcbius his owne account, Notwithſtand- 
ing [ deny not but there may be a ruth in the main mo——_—_— 


-- 
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Purt 2, _— 
ed - and jus; ro wit,thart Evodins was the _ or 
Bi ' Antioch there placed before Ignatius . For a partſh- Bi. 
ors ty that 1s, the funRion of a Biſhop, fer over one Nrtibulas 
cogregario is granted by the Refuterto be eſtabliſhed every where 
by the Apoſtles, but that funRion of a Dioceſan Biſhop, which the 
DoR. contenderh for, is denyed and worthylyz ſeing ir is before 
ſhewed(in anſw. to cap. 6. lib. 2. pag. 105- 106.)that the Church 
of Antioch in the Apoltles times, was but one ordinary congregg- 
tion aſſembled-in oneplace. 

Thus much for Evodius; It followeth now of Lixws, concerning 
whom, the DoRor telleth us, (ſerm. pag. 82.) that. Peter and Par 
being at Rome,and there continuing ſomewhat above two yeares, 
abour the yeare of our Lord 56. ordeyned him, Brſhop of Rowre , Who 
continued Buſhop there 40. yeares before the death of Paul, & 12.yrares «fter; 
and for proofe thereof cneth Irenewa lib. 3. cap. 3. + Euſeb. bb, z. ca. 13. & 
16: fn his Margmybe ſath that Peter came to Rome in the 2, yeart of Nt- 


ro, to oppugne Symon Magus; and Paul ſhortly after ; from Whence after 2. 


yeares they both departed. To begin with this laſt,can the Door be 


ignorant, that Euſebius,and Hierom (two of his beſt witneſſes for 
the antiquirie of the epiſcopall funfion) doe referre Peters oppu- 
gning Symon Magus at Rome, to the 2. yeare of Claudins? or can 
It be unknowne to him that many of our divines (of greatreading 
and ſound judgement ) doe contradi& both branches of his afſer- 
rion; and ſhewe from the ſacred ſcriptures, that Peter was not at 
Rome; neyther at the time of Pauls firſt coming thither; nor yer in 


the time of his two yeares impriſonment there ? I forbeare ro lay 


downe rhe-particulars which arc urged to this purpoſe, the Do&, 
may perulc at his leyſure , what is written by D. Reynoldes in his 
Cont, with Hart, the place before nored, And DoRor Whitak.de 
pont: Rom. pag. 3 53---359. Catal. teſt: verit; col. 61- laſt edition, 
and confute their reaſons if he can. He ſhall ſurely therein gratify 
the Romanilts, for Bellarmin —————o_s with the arguments on 
our fide alleadged) confeſieth that Perer was not then at Rome, 
when Paul came thither , and from thence wrote ſo many epiſtles 
(as thoſe to the Colof. Epheſ. Galar. Philip. and others ) which 
make no mencioof Perer:Now if Perer were not at Rome in thoſe 
#wo years of Pauls remayning priſoner there , how could he joine 
with Paul at that time in ordeyning Linus to the Biſhoprick of the 
Church of Rome? Add hereymo thoſe perſwalions, which induce 


us 
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us to think that he had no ſuch fun&ion arthat time , with Pauls 
allowance. For why ſhould he forget his paines,. or deny him that 
honor(which he aftoardeth toothers,that were his fclow-workmen 
jn the Miniſtery of the Goſpell) ro make mencion of his name and 
labours, at leaſt in ſome one of thoſe many epiſtles , that he wrote 
from Rome in the time of his aboad there? yea, had he bin the Bi- 
ſhop of Rome, when the Apoſtle Paul ſeat ſo many epiſtles from 
thence to other Churches ; would not he rather have made choiſe 
of him to joine hands with him, in the Inſcriptions of the epiſtles 
to the Philip: and Coloſſias;then of Timothy,who in the D.opin- 
i0n; was eyther yet ſtanding in the degree of a presbyter,or if a Bi- 
ſhop, the Biſhop of Epheſus in another country? In deed bis name 
js remembred among other that ſcne falutations to Timothy: (2, 
Tim. 4. 21. ) but ſince it is without any note of preheminence ey« 
ther in office or labours; it arguerh ſtrongly that Paul was igno- 
rant of any ſuch epiſcopall charge or ſuperiority,as the D.alloweth 
him, 10. yeares before Pauls death, 


As for the ancient Fathers and Hiſtoriographers, Euſebius (the SeQ.s; 


D. beſt witnes for compuration of times ) expreſly ſaith. lib, 3.ca. 
2. ) Linus obteyned the Biſhoprick of the Charch of Rome after 
the Martyrdome of Peter and Paul; which cutteth off the firſt tea 
yeares, which the DoQor giveth him, in the government of that 
Church. But Damaſus,whoſe report the D.imbraceth as if it were 
an oracle ( ſ:rm, pag. 23. ) atfirmeth (in pontificali dz Petro)that 
Linus ended his race in the Conſulſhip of Capito & Rufus ; which . 
was more then one yeare before the death of Peter and Paul,as D. 
Whitakers ſheweth de pont: Rom: pag. 343. Wherevnto Junius 
alſo aſſenteth. ( Animadverſ. in Bellar. cont. 3, lib, 2. ca. 5. not. 
15 and 18. I forbcareto proſecute that varicty of opinions in 
all writers old and new touching the firſt Biſhop of Rome; and the 
order-of their ſucceſſion ; ſome giving to Clemens the firſt place; 
ſome confounding Cletus, and Anacletus, & ſome ſevering them; 
and ſome conjoyning Linus and Clerns togither, in the epiſcopall 
charge as doth Rufinus :prefat: recognit: Clement: Bur fince there 
is (uch diſagreement , and the ſame ſo great, that it perplexeth the 
learnedeſt favourites of the Romith ſucceſſion: it may give us juft 
cauſe ea affirme; that their teſtimonie can yeeld no certaine proofe 
of any one ( whether Linus, Clemens, or any other) that by the A- 
poliles appolatnr, had the ſingular and ſeticd preheminence of a 

Vs - Biſhop 
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Part 2: A Reply onte Lib, 
Biſhop in the Charch of Rome . 

It followeth concerning Mark the Erangelift, whom the DoQor 
affirmeth to be the firſt Bilkop at Alexandria, by the appointment 
of Peter; and that teſtified, as he ſaith, by N:cephorws , Gregorie,E ue 

febins, Huerom and Derothcws, In deed Nyjcephorres is worthy to be 
the foreman of the DoRors Turie in this queſtion,for who fitter to 
caſt a cloak of truth upon a table,then one known to be the author. 
of many fables ? OfS. Mark many things are repeated in the (cri- 
ptures, that will hardly be brought to accord, with his ſuppoſed 
Biſhoprick at Alexandria, or with that which the DoRor afhirmerh 
of him, to wit, that, be tvas Peters diſciple, and his perpernall follower, 
For, to overpaſſe his firſt attendance on Paul and Barnabas(AR.13 
*5.&13.4- 5.13) and on Barnabas when he was parted from 
Paul( AR. 15. 37+ 39+.) he was with Paul at Rome, as one of bis 
work-fellowes unto Gods kingdome: (Colofl. 4.10. 11, Philem. 
verſ. 24.)and departed thence to viſite the Saints at Colofle,and in 
other Churches adjoyning ( Col. 4-10.)and he was with Timothy 
or neer to him,when Paul wrote his lalt ep:to him.(2.Tim.4.11.) 
Bur to overthrow his Biſhoprick the very name of an Evangeliſt, 


which the Doors beſt witneſſes, with one conſent, allow him,is * 


ſufficient ; ſcing we have before proved , that an Evangeliſt could 
not aſſume the office of a Dioceſan Biſhop. Neyther can the Do: 
take that exception againſt Mark, which he doth againſt Timothy 
&Titus ((cz, that, be Was but in the degree of a Preftyter ; (cing he gran- 


. ecth him to be one of thoſe, that are kt, hexochen called Eyangeliſts 


Epheſ. 4. 11. (cap. 4.{c& 12. pag. 95. ) Moreover that which 
Euſebius and Ierom doe report of his writing his goſpell at Rome, 
according to that which Peter had there preached , and of his ca- 
rying it into Egypr,and preaching it in Alexandria, (ſce Euſeby lib, 
3. Cap. 14. & 15, Hicron. Catal. in Marco ) this I ſay, is contradi- 
Ked by Irenzus, more ancient then both , for he (lib. g. ca.1.) te» 
ſiifiech;that Mark wrote his goſpel after the death of Peter&Paul, 
And this teſtimony contradigeth alſo an other report of his wit- 
aeſſes, Euſebius, Icrom and Dorotheus, viz. that Anianus fuccee- 
ded Mark in the government of the Church at Alexandria, in the 
$. yeare of Nero,as being then and there Martyred. For the Do&R. 
himſelf (ferm, pag, 82.) referrerh the Martyrdome of Peter & Paul 
= very later end of Nero his reigns which was 4. vr 5. yeares 
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Part 2. 


Againe', howſoever ſome doe give him the name of a Biſhopz yer $K.6. 


nothing is ſayd by any one,that can conclude the fun&on of a Bi- 
ſhop.as being affixed to the charge of one Church, Yea rather, they 
all give him not onely the name, bur alſo rhe right funRion of an 
Evangeliſt; not onely in accompanying the Apoſtles; bur alſo in 
travelling from place to place,to =_ and eſtabliſh Churches. And 
anong the reft Nicephorus, molt fully juſtifyeth him to be a right 
Evangeliſt. For (lib. 2, cap. 43- ) he reporteth that Mark publiſh- 
ed the goſpell nor onely in Egypr, but alſo in Libia, and in all Bar- 
baria, alſo to them of Pentapolis,and Cykue, and that he there c0- 
ſiruted Churches and gave them Biſhops &c. But the Do&ors 0+ 


verſight is moſt to be admired in his bringing of Euſebius to wit- The D, 
nes his Biſhoprik , at Alexandria. For the contrary appeareth by 9wn wit- 


the order which he obſerveth, in ſerting downe the number and 
names of ſuch as he accounteth Biſhops of that Church. For in his 
account Anianus was the firſt, and Abilinus the ſecond. lib. 2. ca. 
24- & 3. 12. and Cerdo the third, which after Anianvus the firſt Bi- 
ſhop, governed that Church. lib.z. cap. 16. What can be more ful 
and plaine, to ſhewe that in Euſebius his judgement, Anianus (and 
not Mark ) was the firſt Biſhop of Alexandria ? As for thoſe words 
whereon the DoRor buildeth. lib. 2. cap. 24. (that Anianus firik 
undertook the publik adminiſtration of the Church at Alexan« 
dria, after Marke the Apoſtle and Evangeliſt ) If prejudice had 
not ſtood in his light, and others in whoſe Repps he creaderth:they 
might have ſeen their groſſe miſtaking of his meaning, who diſtin- 
guiſheth him from his ſucceſſors, by the name of an Apoſtle and 
Evangeliſt . For if Mark muſt needs be the firſt Biſhop; becauſe A- 
nianus firſt obteyned Biſhoprick after him : then ler Petcr be ac- 
knowledged the firſt Biſhop, alſo at Rome ; becauſe at Antioche 
Ignatius was the ſecond Bithop by fucceſſion after Peter(Euſcb.lib 
3 ca.30.)And at Rome,Clemens after Peter governed that church 
Jeron. lib. 1. cont. Iovin. Yea let not Tames any longer be recks- 
ncd the firſt Biſhop of Ieruſalem; becauſe he undertook the char 

thereof after the Apoſtles , or rather imediately after Chriſts paſſ- 
on . But if the Do&or can diſcerne as he doth-(ſerm. pag. 82. and 
g3-) that Euſcbius excludeth Peter & Paul from the place or fun. 
&1on of a Biſhop at Rome ; when he giveth-the firſt place to Linus 
afcer them , the ſecond to Anacletus and ſo forwards; doth henot 
wittingly wrong his witneſſes, and deceive his reader , when he ta- 
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keth their word for a certeine evidence, that Mark was the firſt Bi. 
ſhop of Alexandria; in ſaying, that Avianus did firſt obteyne the 
government after Mark. 

In thefourth place, Simeon the ſonne of Cleophas, is by the 
DoRor produced,as ordeyncd by the Apoſiles Biſhop of Ieruſalem 
after Tames, as Euſebius reſtifieth.lib. 3. cap. 10. Bur it is lictle for 
the credit of the epiſcopall fun&ion , that it is inforced to crave 
aide of ſuch fabulous reporres as flying fame ſcattereth , and he 
mult pardon us this fault, that we can hardly credit the tale for if 
the Apoſtles had thought it neceſſarie, that each Church ſhould be 
governed by a dioceſan Biſhop,would they hare ſuffered Ieruſalem 
to have wanted one for 10, yeares togither after Iames his death? 
For Iames lived not above 30. yeares after Chriſts paſſion ( as the 
DoRor acknowledgcth. ſerm. pag. 69. ) but the deſtruRon of le. 
raſalem,which happened before $imeons choyſe as Euſebius faith) 
fell out in the 40. yearec after Chriſts death; Cent. 1. lib. 2.col.664. 
was there now, imediately after the citics deſiruion, more necd 
of a Biſhop there,then before? and was the choyle of their Biſhop a 
matter of that moment, that all the Apoſtles and Diſciples of Chriſt 
remayning alive, muſt needes meet togither to make the elefion? 
and muſt he needes be one of Chriſty kindred? yet let it be granted 
( ſince the DoRor will have it fo ) that Simeon wasthe next vnto 
James in the government of the Church of Ieruſalem, as Euſebius 
affirmeth, and be it granted alſo that Iohn ordeyned Policarpe Bi- 
ſhop of Smyrna; and that he conſtituted Biſhops in diverſe other 
places,and that the Apoſtles in every place committed the Church 
to Biſhops, and left them their ſucceſſours, as Irengus and others 
reſtify ; how wit the DoRor prove that all theſe were dioceſan Bt. 
ſhops, inducd with a ſingular power of ordination and juriſdidtion 
in many Churches,or congregations, which is(as his Refuter ſaith) 
the very ſoul of a dioceſan Biſhop, The Do Cor,in his wiſdome paſ- 
{cth by this point, as if he had not ſcene itn his Refuters anſwer, 
and falſely chargeth him to rake exception againſt the afertion of 
the Fathers, which afftirme Biſhops to be the ſucceſſors of the A- 

ſtles. Whereas it is evident, that he denicth onely the Doors 
inference, that from the Fathers affirmation concluderh dioceſan 
Biſhops, ſuch as ours, to be of Apoſtolicall inſtirution. T bi arseth 
( ſaith he) from the miſtaking of the word Tiſnop which in the firft tymes ſig 
nified no more then an ordmaris Paſtor. Wherefore ſince the Doctor 
coo doth 
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doth nothing elfe,bur jn an ydleforiſh repeat that, which he'had in 
effe& before delivered'( viz. tharthe Apoſtles derived'their aurho- 
rity, dfwell for ment as for do&rine vnto Biihops)we ſhould 
but waſte wordes and time in vaine, i weſhonld vouchſafe him 
any other anſwere, then that already grven and remaineth yet vn- 


couched. 


Chap. 14. eAvfwering the D. 8. chiprer ;end ſhewrh that hi 
hath not ary one argument, or teftimony , ro prove direfthy ( 44 bt 
precendeth) that the ep'ſcopell funthion is of droine mittumn.. 


H Aving anſwered all that the Dor bringeth to prove by co- ,,  , 
ſequence the epiſcopal functionto be a divine ordinance,be- (.q. c., 
cauſc it was of — inſtitution ; we are now togor on and 6:pag. 138. 
examine, what he can alleadge in the laſt place, directly to prove 140. 
that it isof divine inſtitution, Bur before he begin ro enter into .., 
the liſts, he beggeth the change of the queſtion; propounding ,., _\ 
this for the concluſion , which he intendeth toprove, viz. that c hange of 
Biſhops were ordeyned of God; which change we can be content the queltis 
toallowe; ſothat he will acknowledge hiserror in conceyving theſe 
latter proofes to be more dire& then the former: for he fercheth a 
farre more large compaſle, by confequence to conclude his maine 
dv&rine; ſeing there is much more difference, betwene the inſti- 
tution of a funion, and the ordination of the perſons therevnto, 
then can be imagined betwene an Apoſtolicall and divine inſtitutt- 
on. Wherefore, (not to ſpend time about wordes, but) to come 
dire&ly to the pith of his reaſoning, he is content his argument 
ſhall paſſe as his Refurer framed it, thus, 

{{ God ordeyned T imotby + Archippus, and the Angels of the 3 , Churches 
BiÞops, then Were Biſhops ordeyned f God. : 

But God ordeyned them Biſhop : Ergo, Biſhops were ordeyned of Ged. 

To this argument he received this anſ{were (which the DoRor 
concealeth from the reader in his defenſe)viz. that the aſſumption 
being vnderſtood of dioceſan Biſhops ( of which his concluſion 
ſpeakerh) is vtterly falſe .We are therefore once againe to ſee how 
the particulars of his aſſumption are proved. 

Firſt touching Timothy, his argument muſt run in this forme, 

He that was ordeyned a dioceſan Biſhop; by propheſy ( that is by druine 

God. 


Bid 


revelation) he Was ordeyned 4 dioteſan Biſhop by 
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The Dot. 
faktyeth 
his Retur, 
anſwerin 


ftcad of 


proving. 
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But T imonthy Was ordeyned a dioceſan » > propheſy. r. Tim.4.14. 

Erge, Timothy vas ordeyned a dioce(an Bibop by God. 

Here againe, (as he was tolde) the aſlumprion faileth. Timothy 
was no Biſhopar all properly ; In deede he received his Miniſter 
by propheſy , but ir was the Miniſterie of an Evangeliſt, not ofa 
Loco Biſhop . In which anſwere the diſcreete reader may ſce, 
that one branch of his aſſumption is graunted, to wit, that Timo- 
thy received his Miniſterie by prophely: and the other was and iis 
denied, (cz. that his Miniſtery was not ( as the DoRor ſaith ) the 
function of a dioceſan Biſhop. Now what is Mr. DoRors defence? 
Forſooth , firſt ho repeaterh his proofes out of the fathers , which 
ſhewe that which was before graunted, viz. that by propheſy(1.Ti. 
4+ 14. ) is meant divine revelation; or the holy Ghoſts oracle: but 
in ſtead of proving the point denied ( (cz. that the miniſtery which 
Timothy received by propheſy,was a dioceſan Biſhoprick) he falli- 
fieth his retur:anſwer, perſwading his reader that he onely denyed 
Tim: to be a Bp. And to cotradid& him in this, he urgeth nothing, 
bur one ſentence of Mr Calvin, who faith , that, be was choſen by O- 
racle mts the order of Paſters, then argueth full feebly in this fathis. 
If he vere a Paſtor, it is not to be doubted , but he was a Biſhop. For wee 
have before ſhewed, that howſoever Mr Calvin give Timothy the 
name of a Paſtor, yet he held him to be an Evangeliſt , and not 
properly a Paſtor and a Biſhop, in that ſenſe,as the words arc to be 
taken in this quzſtion, 

To cloſe vp this part, that the DoRor may ſee to how good pur- 
poſe, he hath beſtowed his paines in provingTimothy his ordinati- 
on to proceed from extraordinary revelation; I will retort his 
owne argument,againſt the concluſion which he ſhould have main- 
teyned, 1n this manner; 

IVhoſoever veceyved bus Mirmitery originally ( not from humane aletion, 
but) by propheſy, or drome revelatron.: he beld the furtt.on and drgree (not 
of an ordinary Biſhop, much leſs of a droceſav Buſhop but ) of an extraordinary 
T eacher. But T mrmothy receyved bu Mm ery, or4gmally (not from kim21s 
eliftion, but) by propheſy or drume revelation. 

T herefore,T wmothy beld the fnttsn & degree of an extraordinary T eacher 
aed not of an ordinary Biſhop, much l-þi 4 duceſan prelute, 


The aſlamption is that , whereon the DoRor raiſcth his owne : 


argument , The truth of the propoſition may be cleared by the 
view of thoſe particulars, whoſe calling we find ia the - 
eo 
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to be originally derived from divine aſlignement: as (to let paſs 
the Prophets of the olde Teſtament) John Baptiſt and Chriſt him- 
ſelf, his 12. Apoſtles, and Matthias choſen into the roome of Iu- 
das,Paul and Barnabas added to the colledge of the Apoſtles, alſo 
Philip amonge the Evangeliſtes, and Agabus amonge the Pro. 
pherts . For among other notes whereby we knowe, they had an 
extraordinary Miniſterie, this is not the lea(t, that their authori 
to preach the Goſpell, was given them from Heaven,or from God 
and not from men. Math. 21. 25. Luk. 1-17. & 3. 2. 4.Tohn.1.6. 
Math. 10, 1.--5. & 28. 18. 19, Acts. 1, 24. 26, Gal. 1.1. 15. and 
that God ratificd their Miniltery, either by his owne voice. Math, 
17. 5- Acts. 9. 4- & 13. 2, or by miracles, Toh. 3. 2. As. 2. 22. & 
4- 16. 31+ & 8. 5- 6. or by ſome other cleare evidence. Acts.1 1.19. 
21. & verl. 27. 28, &18. 24. 25. 28. ſufficient to convince the 
conſciences of all that did not wiltully ſhut their eyes againſt the 
light. But in ſuch as exerciſed the ordinary funRions of Deacons 
and Elders or Biſhops, we finde that they had the originall of their 
calling from humane elefion As. 6. z. 5, & 14. 23. Tit. 1.5.7, 
and ypon true triall of their fitnes before taken. r. Tim, 3. 2.--10, 
&.5.22-) If the Doctor can yeeld us any one Inftance from the 
Scriptures to the contrary , we will gladly give him the hearing, 
Meane while , it maketh much both againſt his' aſſertion , that 
holdeth him to have the ordinary funQion of a dioceſan Biſhop; 
and for ours, which affirme him to be an Evangeliſt. 


Secondly touching Archippus he alloweth the argument which S<<t.3. 2d 
his Refuter framed , with this explanation, that by epiſcopall Mi. P7&+*41+ 


niſtery, he vnderſtandeth the funCtion of a dioceſan Biſhop; wher- 
fore his argument, ſo explained rinerh thus, 

He that receyved the funtlion of a dioceſan Biſhop in the Lord, vas ordey - 
ned « dioeeſan Biſhop by the Lord, | 

eArchippua recerved the funttion of a dioeeſan Biſhop in the Lord. 

Ergo, he Was ordeywed 4 droceſan Biſhop, by the Lord. 

The propoſition as it now ſtandeth,is taken of the DoRorto be 
of ſo abſolute a truth that no exception can be taken againſt ir. 
notwithſtanding, it is queſtionable, whether thoſe wordes of Sainr 
Paul, Colof. 4. 17; #s the Lord, muſt needes be interpreted , as the 
DoGor conceyveth by the Lords ordinance? he thould have ſayd or- 
amation.., becauſe he thence inferreth, that the perſon ſo receyving 
his Miniſtery,is ordeyncd of God thereynto, For although we can 
L willingly 
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willingly graunt, that the DoRor hath received his Miniſtery in the 
* Lord, and according to,Gods ordinance; yer,me thinks he ſhould 
not eaſily aflume to himſclf this honor, ro beve bis ordination from Gag. 
And who would not have conceived by the former argument con- 
ecrning Timothy,that his meaning (in ſaying Biſhops were ordey. 
ned of God) had bin to prove, that the perſons in whome he In- 
Kanceth, received their calling ro the Miniſterie , originally frong 
Gods nomination; and ſo were ordeyned of God , by his ſpeciall, 
and more then ordinary dire&tion? Notwithſtanding if he will 
meedes have his concluſion thus conſtrued, that Biſhops were or deyned 
of Ged, that is,that they reccived their funMion with divine appro» 
bation: we will contend no longer againſt the propoſition of his 
argument: it ſhall ſuffice for the overthrowe of his concluſion, te 
Jupplantthe Aſlumprion. 

And herevnto the leſſe labour will ſerve, ſeing we have already 
ſhewed, that Archippus, if he were a Biſhop of that Church, yer) 
could not be a dioceſan Biſhop, ſuch as ours . For Epaphras their 
firſt Teacher, ſtill continued one of them, and a faithfull Minifter 
of Chriſt for them. Colof, 1. 7, & 4. 12. And Archippus is ſub- 
je&ed vnto the Churches admonition and cenſure, (in the very 
words whereynto the Door ſendeth us. ) Colofl, 4. 17. which is 
palaion in deed, but nimvis apoſfolicumy, too egoFiolicall for our times, as Mule 
culus upon thoſe wordes faith.) Butler us ſee what releef , the 
DoRor ( foreſceing that his aſſumption would be denied ) yee-, 
ded ro ſupport it. For proofe hereof , ſaith he, # affceth me , that, Ar- 
chippus was ( 44 «Ambroſe noteth in Coloſ.4. 17 . Biſhop of (olofle, which wa 
« cue; ſeeing 7 have manifeſtly proved before, that, the Biſhops of cities, were 
dioceſan Bilbops. And muft this proofe needs ſuffice others, becauſe 
it ſufficeth him? knoweth he not, that we expeR he ſhould yeeld vs 

ſome cleare proofe from the holy ſcripture? why made he ſhew at 
the firft,as though ke would prove, Archippus his Bithoprick from 
Coloſ, 4- 17. and now falleth from thoſe words of Paul, to the te« 
ftimony of Ambroſe, who lived well nigh 400. yeares after? Belike 
{ upon his ſecond thoughts ) he diſcerned, that the ſame exhorta- 
tion uſed to Archippus, which he gave to Timothy (2, Tim. 4-5.) 
doth not neceſſarily argue, that he hadthe ſame office? Or elſe te 
thought, he (hould prevaile little in ſo arguing , with thoſe which 
hold Timorhy to have bin an Evangeliſt, and not a B:(hop. And 
Lurely, itavaulcth his cauſe ag Little, to ſend us ro S. Ambroſe, {ee- 
Vs 
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ing he hath not one word, thas can argue a dioceſan Biſhoprick in 
Archippus, he calleth him, prepoſitury illorum er refforems ,qus poſt Epa- 

am accepit regendam coruns ecclefiew. Which may argue I grant an 
epiſcopall miniſtery at large;bur will not ſerve to conclude the pre- 
heminent ſuperiority of a dioceſan Biſhop. Nay this is rather con- 
fuced by Ambroſe, who ſaith of Epaphras, that he was (rui illorj, 
or affifiu vnwnrwnt chariſſimue &c. for if he remained Crvis illorumy, 
then alſo their Teacher and Biſhop,though abſent for a time, from 
them ) and nothing inferior to Archippus, but rarher in order(ar 
leaſt as in afteQtion ) before him. 


His aſſumption therefore, haying no releife, neyther from the Sed. 8: 


Apoſtle Paul, nor yer from $. Ambrole, relieth wholly apon this 
re argument, borrowed from ſome other parts of his defence. 
T he Biſhops of cities were dioceſan Biſhops: «Arcbippns Was Befhop of 
(oboe which Was « citie, Ergo, he Was a djoreſan Ziſhop. Tanſwer firtt 
to the propoſitio,which he ſaith he hath before manifeftly proved. 
Although Biſhops were Dioceſans , whence once the whole body 
of people inhabiting cities became ſubje& tothe overſight of one 
Biſhop; yer the firſt Biſhops of Churches planced in cities, were not 
dioceſan Biſhops; for the Churches whereof they were Biſhops;be- 
ing but a (mall handful co a large heap in compariſon tothe whole 
citie; could not be properly dioceſes, as we have ſufficiently ſhewed 
in our anſwer to all his proofes produced to the contrary. | 
Secondly to his aſſumption, I anſwer, that as itis a knowne 
vatruth to aftirme the citic of Coloſle , te have bin vnder the g0- 
verament of Archippus: ſo neyther is it true; that he had that ſole 
er fingular preheminence, overthe Church of Coloſſe, which ap- 
perteyneth to Biſhops ſuch as the Do. conrendeth for . If there» 
fore he will hereafter indeavor, to make good the afſertion , that, 
eArchippus Wes 4 duuceſen Brſhop, > ſe ordeyned of God;he muſt ſeek our 
ſme more pregnant praofee, then his ſtudy for his ſermon, & the 
defenſe thereof hath as yet affoarded him, 
Laſtly as rouchinz the Angells of the 7, Churches, whereas he 
ſhould conclude the ſame, which he had affirmed ot Timothy and 
Archippus, viz.t24t they were er deyned of God, he altereth the conclu- 


fion ro this, that. they bed drvine init untion and approbation, for their fin- 

#152, But of this change we have ſpoken before. His, 3 . arguments _— 
diſtiaRly propounded in his ſermon ( pag. 93. & 94+ ) he now re- , 
duccth to this one ſyllogiſme; 
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6 who wera celled by the Holy Ghoſt eAngells of the Church, (he 
PB; ſayd PF Chand and bref by the 7. —— 
that, Were m Chrgft: right band; bad drome both inſtuut ion &- «pprobation, 
But the dioceſan Biſhops of the y, Churches; tvere called by the Holy Ghoſt, 
the eAngells of the 7. ("hnrches, and were ſignifyed by ther. ftarrs that ers 
i Chrift hand. Ergo they bad divine both initruution & approbation. 
The aſſumption which he knew would not without good proofe 
be admitted; he faith ,he went not about to prove now, becauſe ir 
was proved at large in the former part of the ſermon. And ſince 
he hath added nothingel(e for the proofe thereof; but that which 
is anſweredto the full already, till ſome better evidence come in 
place; his conclufion muſt liein the duſt, And we may I hope with 
che Readers good allowance conclude ; that he hath not any one 
argument, from any part of the Canonical! ſcripture, to ſhew that 
that the funRion of dioceſan Biſhops ſuch as ours be; is of divine 
inſtirution. There remaineth now that leaving the ſcriptures, we 
examine that firſt argument of his z. touching the government of 
the Churches, the firſt . 300. yeares after Chriſt, handled by him. 
ſerm. pag. 56-60. & defenſe lib, 4. cap. 1. where all his humane 
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teſtimonies come to be handled, but becauſe this ſecond part is al- 
ready largeenough, I will here break of; and referre the examina« 
rion thereof, togither with that firft point of his five, which cocer« 
acth gorcraing Elders, to the third part« 


